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LONDON, NOVEMBER 24, 1888. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


In aNoTHER cotumNn there will be found an order for transfer 
of 100 causes to Mr. Justice Kexewicn for the purpose only of 
hearing or of trial. Thirty of these causes are taken from the list 
of Mr. Justice Curry, forty from that of Mr. Justice Norru, and 
thirty from that of Mr. Justice Srrrtrnc. None of these causes 


will be in the paper before the 6th of December. 


Tuere appears to be a probability that the committee of the bar 
and the Incorporated Law Society now sitting will, as a funda- 
mental proposition, suggest the appointment of another judge of 


now sits, only to try actions. Frequently of late it has been 
demonstrated that there would be plenty of work for such a judge. 


ArtTention should be directed to a notice issued by Mr. Justice 
Kexewicn respecting a list of seventeen actions which have been 
placed in the ‘‘ Deferred List,” and especially to the last and most 
important word of that notice—‘‘peremptorily.” It should be 
—" that this notice does not apply to the actions just trans- 
erred. 


WE betreve that the omission from the amended rule relating to 
the investment of cash under the control of the court, of colonial 
securities is due entirely to the fact that the similar provision in 
the Trustees Liability Bill, which was inserted in the House of 
Lords, was rejected by the House of Commons. 





Tue state of matters with regard to registration appeals, to 
which we recently referred, led to an application to the court on 
Wednesday for the fixing of a day for their hearing, and Tues- 
day next was settled upon. We give elsewhere u list of the 
appeals to be heard. 





THERE HAS BEEN an almost unparalleled application relating to 
a ward of court before Mr. Justice Srmmiinc—unparalleled, we 
mean, in this sense, that at the time of writing it had already 
occupied more than fourteen days in hearing; being, of course, 
heard in camerd. Meanwhile a crowd of witness and other actions 
are kept in abeyance. 


WE printeD last week the new rule relating to investment of 
cash under the control of the court exactly from the authoritative 
copy with which we were favoured. It appears, however, from 
another copy which we have since received that some small altera- 
tions have been made in the wording, and we give in another column 
the latest edition. We presume that, before the words ‘ Indian 
guaranteed railway stocks or shares’’ were inserted in the rule, the 
learned judges satisfied themselves that they were able to authorize 
investment in shares. Their power to prescribe the mode of 
investment of cash under the control of the court is, we presume, 
derived from 23 & 24 Vict. c. 38, 8. 10, which only enables them 
‘to make such general orders from time to time as to the invest- 











ment of cash under the control of the court, either in the Three 
per Cent. Consolidated or Reduced or New Bank Annuities, or in 
such other stocks, funds, or securities” as they shall see fit. As 
we have pvinted out before, shares in railways do not seem to be 
stocks or funds of the kinds referred to, and they are plainly not 
‘‘ securities.” ‘‘ An investment in railway shares is not an invest- 
ment upon the security of the funds of the railway company, but 
it is, in fact, embarking the trust funds in the speculation of the 
railway”: Harris v. Harris (No. 1) (29 Beav. 107); Hudleston 
v. Gouldsbury (10 Beav. 547). Where, then, is the power to 
authorize the investment of cash under the control of the court in 
shares of railways? 


In ovr rmpression of last week there appeared a letter, signed 
‘* Lex,” which raises an important question in regard to the scale 
of costs applicable under the following circumstances :—A. sues B. 


The Solicitors’ Journal and Reporter. | in the High Court for £45 in respect of goods sold and delivered. 


| damages for breach of contract. 


B., by his defence, admits the claim, but counter-claims for £160 
At the trial, A. obtains judgment 
on his claim and also on the counter-claim, with costs. It is sub- 
mitted that the rule as to taxation of costs will be the same as that 
which prevails when the plaintiff recovers on the claim and the 
defendant on the counter-claim. That is to say, the claim, with 
its issues, will be treated as a cause by itself, and the counter- 
claim, with its issues, will be treated as another cause by itself, 
assuming, of course, the counter-claim to be a pure counter-claim 
—i.e., a counter-claim not in respect of matters which could be 
pleaded as matters of set-off. The costs of the claim and counter- 
claim must, therefore, be taxed as though each were a separate 
cause. Consequently, in the case suggested, A. will recover county 
court costs in respect of the claim (ord. 65, r. 12), and High 
Court costs in respect of the counter-claim. This view is certainly 


ne 4 } |in accordance with the recent decision of the Court of Appeal 
the Chancery Division, who shall sit, as Mr. Justice Kexewicn | 


(Shrapnel v. Laing, 20 Q. B. D. 334), and with previous cases 
(Lowe v. Holme, 31 W. R. 400, 10 Q. B. D. 286; Baines v. 
Bromley, 29 W. R. 706, 6Q. B. D. 691; Stooke v. Taylor, 29 
W. R. 49, 5 Q. B. D. 569.) It is true that, in the cases cited, 
each party recovered something, whereas, in the case suggested, 
the defendant altogether failed and the plaintiff recovered upon 
both the claim and the counter-claim. It is, however, submitted 
that the same rule governs both classes of cases alike. 


AN INTERPRETATION was given in Day v. The Woolwich Equit- 
able Building Society (reported elsewhere) to section 56 of the 
Conveyancing Act, 1881, which confers an authority to receive 
purchase-money upon a solicitor wko produces a deed either con- 
taining or having indorsed upon it a receipt, and executed by the 
pereon entitled to give such receipt. Although the section is 
not explicit on the point, it must obviously be assumed that the 
solicitor therein referred to is really acting for the party entitled to 
receive the purchase-money, and this is the interpretation given to 
it by Mr. Justice Norru. Otherwise any solicitor, who happened 
to get possession of the deed after execution by the vendor, would 
thereby attract to himself statutory authority to receive the money, 
end the purchaser would be absolved from all inquiry. Clearly 
the section proceeds upon the assumption that it is a known fact 
that the solicitor who produces the deed is acting for the vendor, 
and in the vast majority of cases this admits of so little doubt that 
the protection afforded by the section to a purchaser may safely be 
relied upon. But in those exceptional cases where this is not so, 
there is no reason why the purchaser should be absolved from all 
inquiry at the risk of the vendor, and it is for him to satisfy him- 
self of the vendor’s alleged retainer of the solicitor, or else to pay 
his money to the vendor directly. The manner in which it was 
sought to use the section before Mr. Justice Noxru in the case 
referred to shews what would be the effect of giving it the extreme 
latitude there contended for. It abolished, indeed, the theoretical 
necessity for express authority, but it did not abolish the obvious 
duty imposed upon a purchaser of being at least satisfied that the 
vendor’s solicitor was really before him. 





A cornesponDENT this week raises the rather important question 
whether a hire-purchase agreement relating to chattels requires a 
lease stamp. He says that a firm doing a large business under the 
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hire-purchase system invariably stamp their agreements as leases, 
and he inquires whether we can refer him to any authority on the 
subject. We are not aware of any decision on the point, nor has 
search in the digests for the last five years revealed one. More- 
over, we do not understand on what ground the ad valorem lease 
stamp can be alleged to be necessary. That is expressly confined, 
in the schedule to the Stump Act, 1870, to leases ‘‘ of any lands, 
tenements, or heritable subjects’; and section 96 (1), in like 
manner, relates only to ‘‘an agreement for a lease or with respect 
to the letting of any lands, tenements, or heritable subjects.” It 


his hands and one entire day spent in each department, his task 
would be soon achieved, and a fortnight would cover the whole 
ground.” 

Tue casz of Postlethwaite v. Rickman (36 W. R. 808), decided 
| by Mr. Justice Kexewicn a short time ago, was a very strong 
| instance of the rule that a trustee may not, either directly or 
| indirectly, be himself a purchaser of the trust estate. It related 
to a purchase of land which took place over thirty years ago, and 
| for which the full value at that time appears to have been given. 


would seem, therefore, that the only lease stamp which could be | [¢ was made in the first instance to a stranger, but within a few 
applicable would be the 10s. stamp under the head of leases ‘‘ of | months one of the trustees bought again from him, under circum- 


any other kind whatsoever not hereinbefore described,’ and 


possibly this is the stamp affixed by the firm referred to by our | 
We have not recently seen a form of hiring | 
agreement now in general use, and possibly the ingenuity of | 


correspondent. 


practitioners may have devised some modification, but in the form 
in use some years ago (see, for instance, the agreements in Re 
Robertson, Ex parte Crawcour § Co., 26 W. R. 733, and Leman v. 
Yorkshire Wagon Co., 29 W. R. 466) the one party expressly 


*‘ let,” and the other expressly ‘‘hired,” the chattels. If this is | 
still the form, we should think that it would amount to an | 


exprees letting, and that the 10s. lease stamp ought to be affixed. 


We shall be glad, however, to hear whether any correspondent | 


can throw further light on the subject. 


Your remarks last week,” says a well-informed correspondent, | 


‘*most accurately state the difficulty to be solved in dealing with 
the staff of the legal offices—at least, so far as the Central Office is 
concerned. The work will always concentrate itself between the 
hours of eleven and four, for the simple reason that solicitors and 
their clerks must have time to deal with their correspondence and 
arrange their business before coming down to the law courts in the 
morning, and, again, must have completed their work at a suffi- 
ciently early hour in the afternoon to enable them to advise their 
country agents and clients, by afternoon post, of the results of 
their work and to note up and complete the same before the 
solicitors’ offices are closed. It is a fact that in no department is 
the day’s work ever suffered to get in arrear, and in many instances 
(appearances, orders, searches, &c.) the work must be accurately 
performed and completed at the moment it is tendered. The 
solicitors’ clerks representing the largest firms, and attending to 
perhaps forty or more matters in the law courts in the course 
of one day, are notoriously the latest to begin work, and 
generally the first to complete it. Seven hours’ attendance would 
not be of the slightest benefit to the profession, as, with the present 
hours, it is patent to everyone that the building is deserted by the 
public before eleven and after four o’clock. As the hours and 
working system of banks are adapted to the needs of the mercantile 
world, so the attendance and working of the law offices should be 
modelled to the convenience of solicitors, irrespective of paper 
schemes to satisfy party purposes. In all the heavy departments 
the first and last part of the day are advantageously employed in 
entry work, sorting, indexing, accounting, and drawing long 
orders, which cannot be accurately done during the midday rush of 


business ; the result being that an arrear is unknown, an error al- 


most equally unknown, and the longest orders are ready for delivery 
at the opening of the office on the next morning. A consideration 


of the figures given below will shew that the detail work, beyond | 


the attention given to the public, is very considerable. If any 


member of the House had been sufficiently informed that a year’s | , 
/amount found due by the master’s allocatur. This course saves 


work in the Central Office is represented (in the main items) by 
the following figures—viz., 47,000 writs of summonses, 28,800 
appearances, 24,300 judgments, 15,400 executions, 38,900 orders 
im chambers, and 38,900 summonses in chambers—and had stated 
these figures and the amounts earned and accounted for; and, 
further, that this work is performed by some thirty-two clerks, 
without almost one instance of serious erior being recorded, it 
could scarcely have been held fair or honourable to “tar” the 
whole establishment with one brush. The work of the taxing 
office and filing department is equally heavy, but the results do not 
admit of such brief tabulation. Zhe drones may easily be found 
ivhere there is no honey. Let the roving commissioner you suggest 
commence upon this principle, and he will not have much difficulty 
in deciding where to commence his reform. With the returns in 





stances which raised a strong suspicion that an understanding to 
that effect had existed all the time. Twenty years afterwards he 
sold it at a very much higher price, and some twelve years later 
the representatives of an original cestui que trust brought an 
| action to make the representatives of the trustee account for the 
profits of the sale. This Mr. Justice Kexewicu decided that they 
must do; the Court of Appeal have been more merciful. Of 
course, they threw no doubt upon the rule of law according to 
which Kexzwicn, J., acted, but, under all the circumstances, 
considering the lapse of time, and the death of those persons who 
could have given explanations, they declined to believe in, the 
secret understanding which he held proved. An understanding of 
some kind there was, as the trustee at a later time admitted, but 
this did not in honour bind the first purchaser to convey to him, 
| but was simply to the effect that the trustee would be willing to 
buy if the purchaser were dissatisfied with his purchase. Of 
| course, aby understanding of this nature must be judged according 
| to the facts of the particular case. The interesting point in the 
present one is that the court struggled, even against a very 
suspicious array of circumstances, to support the validity of a 
transaction of so old a date, and so far removed from living 
testimony. To treat the suspicions as proved would have been to 
convict dead men of fraud, and sooner than do this the court 
preferred to assume that the parties, if living, could have given 
adequate explanations, even though it was now impossible to shew 
what these might be. 





In rue case of Smith v. Edwardes (reported elsewhere) the 
Court of Appeal discovered a way out of the difficulty which has 
been experienced by solicitors in signing final judgment for bills 
of costs under ord. 14. Such judgment can, of course, be 
signed only for an ascertained sum, but, even though the debt is 
admitted, the solicitor’s bill is still liable to be taxed, and its final 
amount is not known until after such taxation. A very natural 
practice has grown up of signing judgment for the amount claimed, 
subject to its reduction upon taxation, but this procedure makes no 
allowance for the special regulation as to costs under the Solicitors 
Act, 1843 (6 & 7 Vict. c. 73), by which, in certain events, the 
costs of taxation fall upon the solicitor. If, however, the procedure 
is altogether wrong, then the first application to sign judgment 
must fail upon the client claiming a taxation, and after such taxation 
there must be a new summons under order 14. A result of this 
kind was, of course, to be deprecated, and it would indeed rob the 
order in question of much of its utility as far as solicitors are 
concerned. It is satisfactory, therefore, that the Court of Appeal 
were able to blend the proceedings under it with those under the 
Solicitors Act, so as to give full effect to each. Upon the summons 
under order 14 an order was made directing a taxation under the 
Solicitors Act, and authorizing judgment then to be signed for the 





| the client’s rights with regard to the costs of taxation, and also 
| prevents the original summons from being thrown away. 





On Monnay an application was made to Mr. Justice Norru that 
the action which stood third in the day’s list for trial might be 


| removed from the paper, on the ground that terms of settlement 
| had been arranged between the parties. The dispute was between 


two mortgagees as to their priority, the action being brought by 
one of them against the other and the mortgagor. The mortgagor 
had not appeared to the writ, an order for substituted service on 
him having been made. The statement of claim had been filed as 





against him. The object of the application was to relieve the 
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witnesses and the solicitors from the necessity of attending the 
court until the action should come on in its regular course. Mr. 
Justice Nort said that the mortgagor might intend to appear, and 
he could not behind his back take the case out of its turn. Counsel 
then asked that the case might be set down as a short cause for 
Saturday, the 24th, or put at the head of the paper on Tuesday, 
the 20th inst., urging that no suitor had a vested right in the 
position of his case in the list, and that the judge had full power 
to regulate the order of the business in his court. Mr. Justice 
Norte declined to adopt either of these courses, but ultimately he 
directed that the case should be placed at the head of the paper on 
Monday, the 26th inst., subject to any of the cases which stood 
before it in the list of Monday, the 19th, and that a notice to this 
effect should be placed in the court paper of Tuesday, the 20th 
inst. 








LIABILITY OF LANDLORD FOR NUISANCE ON PRE- 
MISES LET FROM WEEK TO WEEK. 
A pecision has been lately pronounced by a divisional court in the 
case of Sandford v. Clarke (37 W. R. 28, 21 Q. B. D. 398) which 
appears to us to be of a somewhat dubious character. Possibly 
the conclusion may be right, but it seems to us that the point 
was not thoroughly threshed out, certain material considerations 
apparently not having been presented to the court. The decision 
is one of some importance, the point involved being whether the 
landlord, in the case of a weekly tenancy, which had continued 
nearly two years, was responsible for a defect on the premises 
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month, or a week, but from quarter to quarter, month to month 
or week to week, as the case may be. Of this character we 
understand the tenancy in Sandford v. Clarke to have been. It is 
described as a weekly tenancy, and had lasted nearly two years. 
In Jones v. Mills (10 C. B. N. 8. 788) the Court of Common Pleas 
seems distinctly to have held that in the case of a weekly tenancy 
some notice is necessary, and that a landlord cannot maintain 
ejectment against the tenant without any previous notice. It was 
unnecessary in that case to determine what notice was necessary, 
and there seems to have been some divergence of opinion on that 
point. It certainly would be rather unreasonable that a man who 
had occupied as a weekly tenant, possibly for years, should be 
subject at the end of any week to be turned out without any 
notice. 

Now, whether, if there isa necessity for a notice to terminate 
a weekly tenancy, such necessity would have any bearing on the 
liability of the landlord for nuisances on the premises which have 
originated since the original letting, may possibly be a question 
of some nicety, and we should not like to pronounce any 
opinion hastily on such a question. What we wish to 
point out is that, if the case of Sandford v. Clarke is correctly 
reported (which there seems no reason to doubt), the attention of 
the court does not appear to have been called to the authorities 
with regard to the necessity for a notice to quit in the case of a 
weekly tenancy or the question what bearing they might have on 
the liability of the landlord ; and the judgment of Wills, J., does 
not deal at all with any question arising out of such necessity, but, 
on the contrary, seems to assume that at the end of any week the 





causing a nuisance, through which the plaintiff had been injured, | 
such defect having come into existence since the original letting of 
the premises. The court held that, having regard to the nature of | 
the tenancy, there must be taken to have been a re-letting of the | 
premises after the nuisance came into existence, and that the 
defendant, the landlord, was liable in respect thereof. The court, 
in fact, held that in the case of a weekly tenancy the landlord 
must be taken to relet every week. 

Our readers will doubtless be familiar with the case of Gandy 
v. Jubber (5 B.& 8. 78, 9 B. & 8.15), which was cited during the 
argument before the Divisional Court. ‘he question there arose 
with regard to the liability of a landlord for a nuisance on premises 
in the case of a tenancy from year to year. The Court of Queen’s 
Bench held that for this purpose a tenancy from year to year must 
be treated, not as a continuous tenancy, but as recommencing 
every year. The case went to the Exchequer Chamber, and a 
judgment was prepared, though never delivered (the case having 
been settled), reversing the decision of the Queen’s Bench. There 
is no doubt an error in the notion that a tenancy from year to year 
is to be looked upon as involving a fresh letting every year. The 
truth is that it isa tenancy which, by virtue of the original demise, 
will continue until the expiration of « half-year’s notice, expiring 
with the end of a current year, and there is authority to the effect 
that, in pleading, a tenancy from year to year which has lasted 
for several years may be described as a tenancy for a term of so 
many years. There can, therefore, be no doubt that the view 
taken by the Exchequer Chamber in Gandy v. Jubber was correct ; 
but the conclusion so arrived at was based upon somewhat narrow 
grounds, and it is not very clear whether the principle of the case 
can be extended beyond the case of a tenancy from year to year to 
tenancies for less periods. There has been considerable doubt as 
to whether any, and, if so, what, notice is necessary in the case of 
quarterly, monthly, or weekly tenancies. It has sometimes been 
suggested that a notice corresponding to the period of the tenancy 
is necessary, but, though such a notice would clearly be sufficient, 
there does not seem to be any actual decision to the effect that it 
is necessary ; there does, however, seem to be authority that some 
notice is necessary in the case of such tenancies. It is hardly 
necessary to point out that there may be cases in which it 
is clear that the demise was for the specific period of one quarter, 
month, or week, as the case may be, and that in such case the | 
tenancy determines at the end of the period without any notice. 
The case in which the question of notice arises is when, the rent 
being so much a quarter, month, or week, payable quarterly, 
monthly, or weekly, as the case may be, the period of the occu- 
pation is left by the parties indefinite, as is often the case with 
demises of sme}l tenements or sets of rooms; in other words, 
when the tenancy is not for a specific period of a quarter, cra 








landlord could enter upon the premises. The question would 
seem, according to the principle acted on in Gandy v. Jubber, to 
depend on whether the landlord must be taken to re-let at the 
beginning of each week in the case of a tenancy from week to 
week, or whether the original letting must be taken to be for an 
indefinite number of weeks, to be determined by the giving of 
whatever notice may be necessary. This, possibly, may be very 
much a question of fact, dependent on intention. The nature and 
incidents of a tenancy from year to year have no doubt become, so 
to speak, more stereotyped by the law than is the case with 
tenancies for smaller periods; but in cases such as we are con- 
templating—viz., of demises at so much per week, nothing 
being fixed as to number of weeks, which is a very common 
case—in fact the usual case with regard to small tenements—we 
should say thet, regarding the question asa pure matter of the 
intention of the parties, the second of the two views of the 
transaction above enunciated corresponds much more nearly to 
the intention of the parties than the first. We think that both 
the owner and tenant of premises which had been occupied by a 
weekly tenant for years would find some difficulty in understand- 
ing the notion that there had been a reletting of the premises at 
the commencement of every week of the period during which the 
tenant’s occupation had lasted. But whatever the true view may 
be as to the result in this respect of the necessity for a notice to 
quit in the case of a weekly tenancy, we cannot think that the 
point was fully worked out in Sandford vy. Clarke, because the 
decision seems to have ignored the existence of any necessity for a 
notice in the case of such atenancy. As we have already said, 
it might turn out that, even taking this necessity into considera- 
tion, the same conclusion ought to be arrived at, but, until the 
point has been further argued in a more exhaustive manner, we 
hardly think the law on the subject can be considered as finally 
settled. 








ARBITRATION CLAUSES. 


Il. 

With reference to the Acts of William IV. and Victoria, which 
may well be considered together :—In the absence of an agreement 
in the submission that it shall be made a rule of court, section 17 
of the Act of Victoria, enabling it to be made a rule of court, does 


| not make it irrevocable whether the submission has or has not been 


actually made a rule of court: Mills v. Bailey (11 W. R. 598, 2 
H. & C. 36), Thomson v. Anderson (18 W. R 445, L. R. 9 Eq. 
523), Re Rouse and Meier (19 W. KR. 438, L. R. 6 C. P. 212), 
The party revoking would, however, be liable, in case the sub- 
| mission had been made a rule, to the consequences of contempt of 
| court: see judgment of Willes, J., in Le Rouse and Meier (supra). 
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A stipulation for arbitration provided for a reference to two| 665, 837, 1 Q. B. D. 748) overruling the decision of the 
arbitrators, one to be named by each party. One party named an | Court of Queen’s Bench in Blyth v. Lafone (7 W. R. 189, 1 
arbitrator, and the other revoked that arbitrator’s authority, and | E. & E. 435), and affirmiog that of the Common Pleas in Mason v. 
named no arbitrator himself; subsequently the party who had | Hadden (6 C. B. N.S. 536). Also that there must be an exist. 
named the arbitrator served notice that the arbitrator named would | ing submission to arbitration—that is, a submission unrevoked— 
act alone (under section 13 of the Act of Victoria); the other|to enable the court to act upon the enactment: andell y. 
party then served on the arbitrator a reminder and repetition of the Thompson (on appeal, supra). ane 
former revocation, who nevertheless proceeded and made his award, It would seem that, in order to defeat an application to stay 
and the submission was then made a rule of court: on an appli- | made under section 11, it is sufficient if the authority of the 
cation to enforce the award, it was held bad, the authority of the | arbitrator, where capable of revocation, is revoked before the 
arbitrator having been determined by revocation: Fraser v.| making of the order to stay. In Deutsche Springstof Actien 
Ehrensperger (12 Q. B. D. 810). | Gesellschaft v. Briscoe (supra) the revocation, which was held 

What amounts to an agreement that the submission shall be made | operative, took place a week after a summons to stay had been 
a rule of court within the meaning of the Act of William IV. has | taken out. 
quite recently been decided in Re Mitchell and Izard and the | 
Governor of Ceylon (36 W. R. 873, 21 Q. B. D. 408), and this, too, 
in a way perhaps not to have been expected. It was there held 
v the a go — Spe | partie tee Nene a = on RULE OF THE SUPREME COURT, NOVEMBER, 1888, 
ecision of the Divisional Court, that the following words:—“ As | .,, Nai : agen: Oe TERA 7 
far as the same are applicable and not hereby voiel, the provisions [The following is the form of the aa 7 der “ witimately ssttl ed. | 
of the Common Law Procedure Act, 1854, or any statutory modi- Oxver XXII., Rue 17. / 
fication thereof for the time being in force with reference tothe| 1. Rule 1, of the Rules of the Supreme Court, August 1888, 1s 
settlement of disputes by arbitration, shall apply to the arbitration | hereby annulled (except so far as it annulled Order XXIL.,’ Rule 
agreed to in these presents”—amounted to an agreement within | 17, of the Rules of the Supreme Court, 1883), and the following 
the Act of William IV. that the submission should be made a rule | Rule shall stand in lieu thereof :— : 
of court, and therefore rendered the authority of the arbitrator! Cash under the control of or subject to the order of the Court 
appointed under it irrevocable ; Lindley, L.J., observing that, ‘‘by | may be invested in the following stocks, funds, or securities; 
agreeing to make the provisions of the Common Law Procedure Act | namely,— ; : 
applicable, the parties had brought the case within the Act of} Two and Three-quarters per Cent. Consolidated Stock (to be 
William IV., and there is no substantial difference between an | called after the 5th of April, 1903, Two and a Half per Cent. Con- 
agreement that the submission shall be made a rule of court and an | solidated Stock) : 
agreement that it may be so made.”” His lordship added: ‘‘I have} Consolidated Three Pounds per Cent. Annuities : 
taken pains to ascertain what are the usual forms of precedents} Reduced Three Pounds per Cent. Annuities: 
relating to agreements to refer disputes to arbitration, and the Two Pounds Fifteen Shillings per Cent. Annuities : 
conclusion I have come to is, that the whole object of this clause is! Two Pounds Ten Shillings per Cent. Annuities : 
to comply with section 39 of the Act of William IV., and that, | Local Loans Stock under the National Debt and Local Loans Act, 
unless we hold it to have this operation, we should be compelled | 1887 : 
to hold that the clause has no operation at all.” Exchequer Bills : 

If the last-mentioned decision be sound, we are disposed| Bank Stock: 
to think that the earlier case, Deutsche Springstoff Actien India Three and a Half per Cent. Stock : 

Gesellschaft v. Briscoe (36 W. R. 557, 20 Q. B. D. 177), | India Three per Cent. Stock : 

already referred to, was wrongly decided, for in that case} Indian guaranteed railway stocks or shares, provided in each case 
there was in substance, we submit, an application of the Act of | that such stocks or shares shall not be liable to be redeemed within 
Victoria, although not in the same terms as in the last-mentioned | a period of fifteen years from the date of investment : 

case ; the words were, ‘‘The matter in difference shall be referred stocks of Colonial Governments guaranteed by the Imperial 
to the said S. B. Smith and A. F. Warr pursuant to and so as with | Government : 

regard to the mode and consequence of the reference, and in all| Mortgage of freehold and copyhold estates respectively in England 
other respects to conform to the provisions in that behalf contained | and Wales: 

in the Common Law Procedure Act, 1854, or any then subsisting | Metropolitan Consolidated Stock, Three Pounds Ten Shillings 
statutory modification thereof.” This, too, agrees with the form | per Cent. : 

found in Davidson’s Precedents, vol. 5, p. 349, 3rd ed., which may Three per Cent. Metropolitan Consolidated Stock : 

fairly be supposed, we think, to be one of the usual forms of Debenture, preference, guaranteed, or rentcharge stocks of rail- 
precedents referred to by Lindley, L.J. Moreover, the remark of ways in Great Britain or Ireland having for ten years next before 
Lindley,-L J , ia the last decided case, that unless the words there | the date of investment paid a dividend on ordinary stock or 
referred to were held to have the operation imputed, they must be | shares: 

held to be inoperative, is quite as applicable to the words used in Nominal debentures or nominal debenture stock under the Local 
the earlier case. The contention that the words there used | Loans Act, 1875, provided in each case that such debentures or 
amounted to a stipulation that the submission should be made a | stock shall not be liable to be redeemed within a period of fifteen 
rule of court, so as to make it irrevocable, does not, however, | years from the date of investment : 

appear to have suggested itself in the last-mentioned case. 2. This Rule shall come into operation on the 26th of November 
Although, as may have been seen, we are not satisfied that the | 1888, and may be cited as the Rule of the Supreme Court, 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 








decision in Le Mitchell and Izard and the Governor of Ceylon is | November, 1888, or may be cited according to the heading thereof, 
sound, still, as it is in support of denying the power of revocation, | with reference to the Rules of the Supreme Court, 1883. 
which we think may be justly regarded with disfayour, it will be (Signed) Hatssory, C. 
probably acquiesced in. Coteriwer, CJ. 
With respect to section 11 of the Act of Victoria (on which, Esuer, M.R. 
indeed, some of the cases already quoted as to the power of Nara. Linptey, L.J. 
revocation arose) some points have been decided about which we Epw. Fry, L.J. 
should hardly have thought a doubt could have arisen—namely, C. E. Pottock, B. 
that the words of this section, ‘‘ whenever the parties to any deed H. Manisry, J. 
or instrument in writing . . . agree that any then existing November 14, 1888. 
or future differences . . . shall be referred to arbitration,’ —_—— 
include an agreement for submission to arbitration of a dispute HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—CHANCERY DIVISION, 
existing at the time of the agreement, as well as disputes arising Mr, Justic—E KEKEWICH.—SPECIAL NOTICE. 
out of an instrument containing such an agreement in relation to Nov. 16, 1888, 
differences arising under it: Randeli y. Thompson (24 W. R.| The following actions in the Deferred List and any others added 
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THE SOLICITO 
thereto will be heard immediately after all other actions now stand- 
ing transferred for trial have been disposed of. They will be taken in 
the order in which they stand in the Deferred List peremptorily. 


DEFERRED LIST. 


Denman v. Batten act 

Atterton v Edwards act 

Battye v Cail act 

Coulson v Pettiver act 

Anthony v Courtney act 

In re Cutcliffe, Cutcliffe v Harding act 
Hughes v Jones act 

Geoghegan v Geoghegan act 

In re Burbury, Rowe v Worsley act 
Todd v Parr act 

Weatherall v Hart act 

In re Rowe, Jacobs v Hind act 

Gilling v Cooper act 

Simes v Smith act 

In re Wea)l, Andrews v Weall act 
Edward v Hunter act 

In re Jordan, Serjeantson v Stokes act 





ORDER OF COURT. 


Tuesday, the 20th day of November, 1888. 

Whereas, from the present state of the business before Mr. Justice 
Chitty, Mr. Justice North, Mr. Justice Stirling, and Mr. Justice 
Kekewich respectively, it is expedient that a portion of the causes 
assigned to Mr. Justice Chitty, Mr. Justice North, and Mr. Justice 
Stirling should for the purpose only of hearing or of trial be trans- 
ferred to Mr. Justice Kekewich; now I, the Right Honourable 
Hardinge Stanley, Baron Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the several causes and matters set forth 
in the schedules hereto be accordingly transferred from the said Mr. 
Justice Chitty, Mr. Justice North, and Mr. Justice Stirling to Mr. | 
Justice Kekewich, for the purpose only of hearing or of trial, and be | 
marked in the cause books accordingly. And this order is to be 
drawn up by the registrar and set up in the several offices of the 
Chancery Division of the High Court of Justice. 





First ScHEpvute. 
From Mr. Justice Chitty. 
1888. 


Jenkins v Jenkins 1888 J 264 June 13 

Fewings v Fewings 1887 F 1,764 June 16 

Courtney v Sheffield Building Society 1888 C 229 June 18 
Withers v Purchase 1887 W 3,053 June 20 

United Telephone Co v Haslewood 1887 U 626 Feb 16 
Staples v Northern Transvaal Gold Mining Cold 1887 S 3,091 June 28 
Royal Exchange Shipping Cold v Jenks 1887 R 2,140 June 30 
Oram v Perkins 1887 O 545 July 3 

Willcocks v Lamont 1888 W 295 July 4 

Mackenzie v Noton 1888 M 52 July5 

United Land Cov Adams 1887 U 181 July 3 

Fortescue v Cornwall Railway Co 1887 F 1,172 July 6 
Rocks v Purssell 1887 R 189 July 7 

Good v Taylor 1888 G 348 July 9 

Killeen v Power 1888 K 84 July 10 

In re Davies Issard v Lambert 1888 D 243 July 11 
Watson v Hutton 1887 W 4,322 July 11 

Corbin-Finch v Miles 1887 C 1,102 July 12 

In re Dumbrill Dumbrill vy Dumbrill 1886 D 1,295 July 12 
In re A. Rowe Jacobs v Hind 1887 R 1,175 July 16 

In re H. Dodson Shimeld v Heywood 1888 D 173 July 16 
Allan v Coulson 1887 A 1,630 July 20 

In re Bennison Cutler vy Boyd 1888 B 1,472 July 24 
Robson v Dodds 1887 R 335 July 26 

Adams v Hotel Victoriald 1887 A 1,030 July 30 

Garnett v Dawson 1887 G 1,230 July 31 

Vanner v Killick 1888 V 524 Aug3 

Williams v Hudson 1887 W 4,152 Aug3 

Roberts v Lewis 1888 R 36 Aug3 

In re Dixon Daly v Dixon 1888 D 381 Aug 3 


Seconp ScHEpute. 
From Mr. Justice North. 
1888. 
Griffin v Feaver 1887 G 1,087 April 12 
Purnellvy Fry 1887 P 2,868 April 13 
Taylor vSimpson 1887 T 2,246 April 13 
Edye v Campbell 1887 E 889 April 14 
In re Oldfield Oldfield v Oldfield 1887 O 592 April 16 
Uldfield v Oldfield 1887 O 594 April 16 
Hale v Sheldrake 1887 H 3,511 April 17 
lum v Manor Park Cemetery Co ld 1887 B 1,975 April 19 

Moss v Metn Ry Co 1885 M 3,697 April 19 
Nicholson v Gandy Belt Manufactg Cold 18657 N 759 April 20 
Linton Knight v Piccadilly Art Galleries Cold 1886 L 229 April 21 
Buchholz v Frost, trading, &¢ 1888 B 32 April 24 
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Richardson v Seamen’s Hospital Society 1884 R 430 April 25 

The Devon & Cornwall Dairy Farm Co in liquidation v Richards 1886 D 
1,257 April 28 

In re Schanschieff’s Patent, No 1,237 of 1885, motn April 28 

Kentish v Stuart 1888 K 3 May3 

Post Card Automatic Supply Oo ld v Combined Automatic Machine Co 
1887 P 520 May3 

Browne v Sullivan 1887 B 2,204 May 4 

Newport, Abercarn, &c Steam Coal Co v Cory & anr 1887 N_ 1,304 
May 5 

Lemon v Brighten 1887 L 1,063 May7 

Marten v Standing Standing v Marten 1887 M 4,709 May 8 

Richie v Barnard 1887 R 1,300 May 9 

Combined Weighing and Advertising Machine Co ld v Automatic Weigh- 
ing Machine Cold 1887 C 3,697 May 9 

Earl of St Germans vSaw 1887 S 2,778 May 10 

Emmott v Petingale 1887 E 1,404 May 10 

In re Blackwall Evans v Blackwall 1888 B 1,738 May 11 

Peat v Smith 1887 S 846 May 14 

Beere v Ellis 1887 B 4,076 May 16 

In re Gamble & Leach’s Trade-Mark & Patents, &c Act, motn May 18 

Ashford v Newton 1887 A 1,032 May 18 

Meek vy Smith 1888 M 834 May 19 

Hooper v Hatchett 1888 H 683 May 23 

In re Clifford Clifford v Kendall 1888 C 202 May 24 

Foskett v Hargrave 1888 F 348 May 28 

Showell v Winkup 1887 S 4,221 June6 

Balch v Hargrave 1887 B 6,243 June 8 

Earl cf Ilchester v Rashleigh 1888 I 56 June ll 

In re Walters Neison v Walters 1887 W 3,705 June 13 

Harris v London & South-Western Ry Co 1888 H 1,765 June 15 

Nash v Woolwich Equitable Building Socy 1888 N 441 June 16 


Tump Scuepvte. 
From Mr. Justice Stirling. 
1888. 
Slazenger & Sons v Feltham & Co 1887 2,210 Jan 21 
Williams v Allen 1887 W 2,908 Feb 29 
Hicks v Hicks 1887 H 3,938 March 7 
Bolton & Partners 1d v Lambert 1887 B 270 March 8 
Slazenger v Feltham & Co 1887 S 398 March 16 
Adams v Milne 1887 A 878 March 16 
Florence v Jacobs 1887 F 111 March 16 
Willoughby v Kirby 1888 W 214 March 16 
Blackett-Revell v Edge 1887 R 2,284 March 20 
In re Jones Jonesv Aitken 1886 J 60 April 12 
Griffin v B. Noakes & Co 1887 G 1,088 April 12 
Inre Fox Pailthorpe v Baines adj sums (pltff) April 12 
Inre Same SamevSame adj sums (deft) April 12 
Mead v Goldfinch 1887 M 3,738 April 17 
Colson v Williams 1887 C 2,696 April 17 
Trimming v Glenie 1887 T 1,038 April 18 
Thomas v Lydall 1887 T 2,389 April 23 
Ross v Wagner 1880 R 131 April 25 
Metn Ry Co v Metn Dist Ry Co 1886 M 3,996 April 25 
Vallentin v George 1887 V 468 April 30 
Glasier v Rolls 1887 G 1,626 April 30 
In re McClelland McKee v Weir 1887 M 193 May 2 
Redman v Rymer 1887 R 1,562 May 2 
Harvey v North Cornwall Ry Co 1887 H 4,702 May2 
Par Tin Mine, ld v Endean 1887 P 925 May 2 
Bloxsome v Tyacke 1887 B 1,895 May 5 
Burslem v Brown 1887 B 554 May 8 
In re Commercial Bank of London, ld adjsums May 14 
In re Salmon Priestv Uppleby 1883 S 680 May 15 
Stovin v Moll 1887 S 3,431 May 15 
HAtspury, C. 

N.B.—Parties concerned in cases in the above Transfer List must be 
ready for trial before Mr. Justice Kekewich on and after Thursday, the 
6th of December. Actions not ready for trial in their turn will be placed 
in a Deferred List and not taken until all the others have been disposed of. 


CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE AMENDED INVESTMENT ORDER. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—The amended order as to the investment of cash under 
the control of the court, which incidentally extends the powers of 
investment of ordinary trustees, has apparently not left 

** No hinge nor loop 
To hang a doubt oun,” 
for the Times of Saturday last presumes that the limitation ‘that the 
authorized Indian Guaranteed Railway stocks or shares shall not be 
liable to be redeemed within a period of fifteen years from date of 
investment” is intended to apply only to such of this class of security 
as are redeemable’ at par, of which it quotes three instances. 

Having regard to the considerations pointed out in the corres- 

pondence column of your issue of September 22 last, it must be 
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held, until we are favoured with a re-amended order, that the 
limitation applies equally to such securities as are redeemable at the 
average market price of the three years preceding purchase by the 
Indian Government (the usual condition) as to those which are 
redeemable at par. 

The lay trustee, having just escaped from the danger involved by 
the vagueness of the word ‘security,’ now remedied by the 
amended order, is likely to find another pitfall before he proceeds far 
upon his way if he acts upon any but the widest possible construc- 
tion of the limitation given in the amended order—until further 
order. O. J.T. 


STAMP ON HIRE-PURCHASE AGREEMENTS. 
| To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—I shall be glad if you, or any of your readers, can refer 
me to any reported case where it has been decided that a hire- 
purchase agreement, in the form usually adopted by the furniture 
and piano trades, is not sufficiently covered by a sixpenny stamp. 

It has recently been brought to my notice that a firm doing a very 
large business under the hire-purchase system in the North of 
England invariably stamp such documents on the footing of leases, 
thus adding considerably to the expense, which, of course, has ulti- 
mately to be borne by the customer. 

I believe, however, so far as my experience extends, that the 
almost universal practice is to stamp merely as a simple agreement. 
Query, is this sufficient ? GLENLEE, 

Nov, 20. 

(See observations under head of ‘‘ Current Topics.” —Ep. S. J.] 


CASES OF THE WEEK* 


Court of Appeal, 
REG. v. COUNTY COURT JUDGE OF GREENWICH—No. 1, 7th and 19th 
November. 


County Covrts—Jvurispiction To Grant New Trrat—Prouinition. 


This was an appeal from the decision of a divisional court (Field and 
Wills, JJ.), reported 36 W. R. 668. Anaction was brought in the Green- 
wich County Court by a Mrs. Moxon against the London Tramways Co. 
(Limited) for personal injuries. It was tried before the deputy-judge and 
a jury, and a verdict for the defendants was returned. The judge was 
dissatisfied with the verdict, and counsel for the plaintiff at once moved 
for a new trial, on the ground that the verdict was against the weight of 
the evidence, and also of surprise. The judge refused the applica- 
tion on these grounds, but intimated that if affidavits of the mis- 
conduct of the jury could be produced, application might be made 
again on that ground. Accordingly, on a future day, but within the 
specified time within which a new trial must be moved for, application 
was made on this ground. It appeared that at the time of the trial one 
of the jury was suffering such great pain and inconvenience that, as he 
alleged, he was unable to pay any attention to the case. The judge 
granted the new trial, and the defendants applied to the Divisional Court 
for a writ of prohibition, which was, however, refused. The defendants 
then appealed. 

Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Fry and Lorzs, L.JJ.), after 
taking time to consider the question, dismissed the appeal. Lord Esuer, 
M.R., said that whether or not the county court judge intended to ad- 
journ the application for a new trial in order that evidence might be 
forthcoming to support the ground of misconduct of the jury, it was 
clear from all the circumstances of the case that he did, in fact, do so. 
He was not, therefore, fimicius oficio when he refused the applica- 
tion on the first two grounds, and he was at liberty to consider 
the application when it was renewed and the evidence that was 
then adduced. But that evidence, in his opinion, totally failed to support 
the decision to which he had come. It was clear that no evidence was 
admissible from the juryman as to anything that took place after he 
had been sworn and before the verdict was given. The only evidence that 
remained was that he was in great pain and discomfort when the trial 
commenced, and his doctor had statcd that from the condition of his 
health he was likely to be in such a state that he would not be able to 
attend to the case. But, notwithstanding this, he had remained in the 
box throughout the trial and had allowed the verdict to be given without 
any comment. But even although the decision of the county court judge 
was wrong, and although, if an appeal lay from it, it would almost cer- 
tainly be set aside, no prohibition would lie. No doubt a grave injustice 
had been done to the defendants by depriving them of their verdict, but 
the matter was within the jurisdiction and competence of the county court 
judge, and there was no remedy even if he decided wrongly. Fry and 
Lores, L.JJ., while agreeing with Lord Esher, M.R., that the refusal to 
grant a new trial on the first two grounds had not been intended to finally 
dispose of the matter, thovght that there was some evidence to support 
the decirion of the county court judge. Even assuming that there had 
been no evidence, however, they were also of opinion that no prohibition 
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would lie, since the subject of the action, the application for a new trial, 
and the reception of evidence, were all within the jurisdiction of the 
eounty court judge.—Covnser, MeClymont ; Lush Wilson. Soxtcrrors, 
J. O. Jacobs ; W. Bristow. 


TURNOCK v. SARTORIS—No. 2, 21st November. 


R. 8. C., 1883, XIX., 6, 7—Parricutars—Action rn Cxancery Drvision 
—Cram ror Inquiry As TO DAMAGES FOR Breacu or Covenant. 


A question arose in this case as to the practice in the Chancery Division 
as to ordering particulars to be given. The action was brought in respect 
of an alleged breach by the lessor of a manufactory of a covenant to 
supply to a certain reservoir such a quantity of water as would enable the 
lessee to furnish the manufactory with the necessary supply of water, not 
exceeding 110,000 gallons per diem, for the purpose of the business. The 
plaintiff alleged that an insufficient quantity of water had been supplied, and 
claimed an injunction and an inquiry as todamages. The defendant, before 
delivering a statement of defence, applied for an order that the plaintiff 
should give particulars of the insufficient supply of water and of the 
damage alleged. Denman, J. (as vacation judge), refused the application, 
on the ground that it is not the practice in the Chancery Division to order 
| a plaintiff to give particulars before the defence has been delivered. On 
| the appeal it was contended, on behalf of the plaintiff, that particulars are 
| a species of discovery, and reliance was placed on cases in which it has 
| been held that a defendant will not be compelled to answer interrogatories 
until the plaintiff has established his title to relief. The particulars 
would be useless if at the trial it should be found that there had been no 
breach of covenant, and it would be oppressive to order full details of the 
damages to be given now, especially as the claim was for an inquiry as to 
damages, and not for a specified sum. 

Tur Covrt (Corrox, Linptey, and Bowen, L.JJ.) held that Den- 
man, J., was in error as to the practice in the Chancery Division, 
and that particulars must be given of the occasions on which the supply 
of water was deficient, and of the general nature of the damage alleged. 
| Corron, L.J., said that there was no such hard-and-fast rule in the Chan- 

cery Division as Denman, J., supposed. Each case must depend on its 
| particular circumstances. The case was entirely different from that of 
discovery on oath. If the right to discovery depended on the title to 
| relief, the court would not compel discovery to be maile until the title to 
relief had been established. But the object of particulars was to enable 
the defendant to prepare his defence, and to know what case he would 
| have to meet at the trial. The fact that an inquiry as to damages was 
claimed was not a sufficient reason for not giving particulars. Particulars 
| must be given, but not such as would amount to discovery. They must 
| be such as would enable the defendant to know what case he would have 
to meet, and the general nature of the damage alleged. The dates on 
| which the supply of water was deficient must be given, but the plaintiff 
would not be required to state the quantity of water supplied on those respec- 
| tive dates. The heads of the allleged damage must also be given. Linp- 

Ley, L J., said that he must protest with all earnestness against the notion 
| that it could make any difference that the action had been brought in the 

Chancery Division. It was only an action for damages, and it was imma- 
| terial whether a specified sum was claimed or an inquiry as to damages. 
| The application for particulars was clearly an honest one. The defendant 
| wished, if he could, not to fight the case out, but to make amends to the 
| plaintiff. There was no reason why the plaintiff should not give the par- 

ticulars, provided that the order was not made in an oppressive form. 
| Bowen, L.J., said that it was a clear case. It was a mere common law 
| action, and Denman, J., must have been misled as to the practice in the 
| Chancery Division. Discovery was one thing; particulars were another. 
| Both were machinery for the advancement of justice. The object of dis- 
| covery was to compel a man to state what he knew. The object of 
| particulars was to compel him to state, not what he knew, but what he 
| was going to say—what his pleading was to be. In the case of a claim for 
| damages particulars were required to enable the defendant to know (among 
| other things) whether it was worth his while to fight the action, and how 
| he should deal withit if hedid. He couldnot deal with such a claim unless 

he knew how it sounded in money. It was said that the defendant ought 

to be relieved from giving particulars, because he had asked for an inquiry 

as to damages. This would be to introduce a variation in the practice 
| between the two divisions. The practice might differ in different classes 
| of actions, but particulars ought always to be given when they were 
wanted at a particular stage of the action, and when the subject-matter 
| of the action was the same it should be dealt with in the same way in 
whichever division it was brought.—Covunsgt, Sidney Woolf and Ringwood ; 
| H. Terrell. Soxtcrrors, Oliver Green ; Upton § Britton. 








THE NATIONAL PROVINCIAL BANK v. MARSHALL—No. 2, 22nd 


November. 
Restraint or EmpLoyment—Bonp—Conpition—INJSvUNCTION. 


This was an appeal against a decision of Butt, J., as Vacation Judge 
(32 Soxrcirors’ Journat, 751). The question was, whether the plaintiffs 
| Were entitled to an interlocutory injunction to restrein the defendant, 
| until the 3lst of August, 1890, from accepting any employment, or allow- 
| ing himself to be or being employed in any capacity whatsoever, in or for 

any bank not connected with the plaintiffs’, within twenty miles of their 

principal bank or their Cardiff branch, at which he was employed at the 
| time of his retirement from the plaintiffs’ service. By a bond, dated the 
| 17th of January, 1879, on the occasion of the defendant entering into the 
plaintiffs’ employment, he bound himself to the plaintiffs in the 
sum of £1,000, subject to a condition making the bond void if the defend- 
ant should perform and observe the duties and regulations therein 
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mentioned ; ‘‘ and also if the obligor, and his executors or administrators, 
shall pay to the said bank the sum of £1,000 as liquidated damages, in 
case the obligor, at any time within two years after he shall have retired 
from any employment in any capacity under the said bank, or shall have 
been dismissed therefrom, shall accept any employment, or allow himself 
to be or shall be employed in any capacity whatsoever in or for any bank 
not connected with the said bank, within twenty miles of the said bank, 
or any branch thereof, at which he shall be employed at the time of such 
dismissal or retirement, or at which he shall have been employed at any 
time within six months prior to such dismissal or retirement.’’ There was 
no evidence of any independent agreement by the defendant not to enter 
into the employment of any other bank within the specified limits. In 
August, 1888, the defendant resigned his appointment in the plaintiffs’ em- 
ployment at Cardiff, and entered into the employment of another bank in 
Cardiff. By this action the plaintiffs claimed an injunction as above stated, on 
the ground that the bond amounted to, or was evidence of, an agreement by 
the defendant not to do the acts ® respect of which the penalty was to be 
payable. On behalf of the defendant it was contended that he had not 
agreed not to do the acts in question, but only that, if he did s0, he was 
to be liable tothe penalty of £1,000, and the plaintiffs’ only remedy was to 
sue the defendant for the £1,000. Butt, J., had some doubt at first as to 
the construction of the bond, but came to the conclusion that there was an 
agreement by the defendant not to do the acts in question, and he granted 
the injunction. The parties agrecd to treat the appeal as the trial of the 
action. 


Tue Court (Corton, Linpiey, and Bown, L JJ.), affirmed the decision. 
They were of opinion that, though the bond was in an unusual form, yet 
the conditions shewed that there was an agreement by the defendant not 
to enter into the employment of a rival bank, and that he had not 
the option of doing so if he would pay £1,000. The word ‘‘damages’’ 
implied that there had been a breach of some agreement, and the object of 
the clause was to enable the bank, if they chose to sue for damages, to 
recover £1,000 for the breach of the agreement without proof of actual 
damage.—Covnset, Marten, Q.C., and Warrington ; Sir A. T. Watson, Q.C., 
and Beaumont. Soxtcrrors, Cunliffes ¢ Davenport ; Wilde, Berger, § Moore. 


Re POSTLETHWAITE, POSTLETHWAITE v. RICKMAN— 
No. 2, 20th November. 





TrustreE—Sare or Trust Property to StRaNGER—SvnsEQuent Prrenase 
BY TRUSTEE. | 
This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J. (36 W. R. 808). | 
The action was brought by cestuis que trustent to set aside a sale of part of | 
the trust estate which was made in 1854. This appeal by the defendants 
raised a question of some interest and importance upon the well-known 
rule that a trustee is precluded from purchasing trust property, and its 
extension to the case where a trustee, after celling the trust property 
pursuant to the provisions of the will or instrument creating the trust, 
has himself shortly afterwards repurchased the property for his own 
benefit. Under the will of William Postlethwaite, who died in April, 
1843, J. L. Postlethwaite (who was also a beneficiary), W. C. Rick- 
man, and J. J. Tourle were appointed trustees and executors, with 
a trust to sell and dispose of the testator’s real estate. After in- 
effectual attempts to sell a farm which formed part of the estate, 
one Walker, a friend of Rickman’s, agreed to buy it for ® sum 
which was admitted to have been then the full value. An 
agreement was entered into in January, 1854, and on the 24th 
of March, 1854, the farm was conveyed by the trustees to Walker 
for £1,814 7s. 2d. (being £1,620 for purchase-money, £13 3s, 8d. for 
interest, and £181 3s. 6d. valuation, and costs of valuation). On the 21st 
of June, 1854, Walker conveyed the property to Rickman in considera- 
tion of £1,831 9s. 7d., which represented the sum of £1,814 7s. 2d. with 
interest and the costs of Walker’s solicitor. In July, 1870, Rickman pur- 
chased an adjoining property for £787 11s, and in February, 1874, he 
sold the two properties to a Mr. Maberly for £9,587 10s. On the occasion 
of this sale Rickman, on the requisition of the purchaser, made a statutory 
declaration in reference to tiie sale of March, 1854, to the effect that 
Walker bought the property for his own benefit alone, without any trust, 
agency, understanding, or provision in favour of Rickman, with this 
addition : —‘‘ But there is no doubt that he knew when he purchased the 
property that I (Rickman) should be willing to relieve him of his purchase 
if he should be dissatisfied therewith.”” J. L. Postlethwaite and Rickman 
were dead, and the action was brought in November, 1886, by the repre- 
sentatives of J. L. Postlethwaite against the representatives of Rickman 
and Tourle for the purpose of setting aside the conveyance to Walker of 
March, 1854, as not binding upon the persons beneficially interested in the 
property under the will, and obtaining an account and payment by Tourle 
and out of Rickman’s estate of the profits realized by him under his repur- 
chase. The plaintiffs alleged that in the purchase of March, 1854, Walker 
was really a trustee on behalf of Rickman, who was the real purchaser. 
The plaintiffs also alleged that J. L. Postlethwaite never had notice that 
Walker purchased as trustee for Rickman, or that the property had ever 
been assured to Rickman, and that they first obtained knowledge of the 
facts in July, 1886. Kekewich, J., held that Walker acted on behalf of 
Rickman in buying the property, and gave judgment in favour of the 
plaintiffs. 


Tue Court (Cotton, Lixpiey, and Bowen, L.JJ.) reversed the decision. 
Corron, L.J., held that there was not sufficient evidence to lead the court 
to infer that the sale to Walker had been anything clse than an out-and- 
out sale. Linpvev, L.J., said that if the plaintiff's proposition, that there 





had been a sale by three trustees to one of themselves, was established, 
the transaction would, no doubt, be set aside. The contempcraneous } 


evidence was the most important, and the fact most relied on by the 
plaintiffs was that in March, 1854, the property was sold by the three 
trustees to Walker, and shortly after—namely, in June—the same property 
was found to have been conveyed by Walker to one of the three trustees 
for what was practically the same price. The question was whether that 
and other circumstances were sufficient to lead to the inference that the 
sale to Walker was in truth a sale by a trustee to himself. It appeared 
to his lordship that it was not, and that the weight of the whole evidence 
was against the view that the trustee was selling to himself, and in favour 
of the view that he was honestly selling out-and-out to Walker. There 
were one or two circumstances of which he could find no satisfactory 
explanation, but the mere fact that that was so, when the transaction 
took place thirty-five years ago, and the parties capable of giving 
explanation were all dead, was not sufficient to counteract the strong 
impression he received from the rest of the contemporaneous evidence. 
The fact that in 1874, on the sale to Maberly, Rickman had refused to 
make a declaration in a form proposed to him as to the sale being out- 
and-out, without any understanding as to a resale, and substituted a 
declaration to the effect that there was an absolute sale to Walker, but 
that Walker knew that if he became dissatisfied with his bargain he 
(Rickman) would buy the property from him, appeared to his lordship to 
shew that Rickman was a conscientious, honourable man. Bowen, LJ., 
thought it clear that Rickman was an honert man, and if his declaration 
in 1874 did not express the actual truth it was not because he did not wish 
to express the truth. The court was asked to displace a transaction which 
took place thirty-five years ago, and when all the parties who could give 
any explanation were dead. In such a case, if the facts were capable of a 
reasonable explanation consistent with validating the transaction, the 
court ought not to draw in the dark inferences which would be merely 
guesses in opposition to the general presumption iu favour of the good 
faith end validity of the old transaction, That presumption ought not to 
be lightly departed from in a case where the transaction took place so long 
ago and the parties were dead, merely becauee some facts were suspicious. 
—Covunser, Rigby, Q.C., and A. Rowden; Warmington, QC., and A. 
aBeckett Terrell. Soxicrrors, Randall § Bucknill ; T. Edwards. 


Re 8. SMITH—No. 2, 19th November. 


PayMENT out or Cournt—PurcHase-MONEY OF LAND TAKEN BY RatLway 
Comrany—‘' Party BECOMING ABSOLUTELY ENTITLED ’?—‘‘ PERSON EM- 
POWERED TO GIVE Anso_uTE DiscHarcre’’—TrustEes with PowgrR or 
SaLe—Discretion or JupGeE—Lanps Cravses Consonipation Act, 1845, 
s. 69—Setrtep Lanp Act, 1882, ss. 21, 32. 


This was an appeal from the refusal by Kay, J., of an application that 
a fund in court, which had been paid into court by a railway company as 
the purchase-money of land sabject to the trusts of a will, which they 
had taken under their statutory powers, might be paid out to the trustees 
of the will. Under the will the trustees had power to se!l the land and 
to give receipts for the purchase-money. The petition was presented by 
the tenant for life and the trustees, and was consented to by counsel on 
behalf of the remaindermen, all of whom had attained twenty-one. 
Both counsel were instructed by the came firm of solicitors, one of the 
members of the firm being one of the trustees. Section 69 of the Lands 
Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845, provides that the purchase-money of 
land belonging to persons under disability taken by a railway company 
shall be paid into court, ‘‘ and shall remain so deposited until the same 
be applied in some one or more of the following purposes ’’—viz., purchase 
or redemption of the land tax; or the discharge of incumbrances on the 
Jand taken, or on other lands settled therewith to the same or the like 
uses, trusts, or purposes ; or in the purchase of other lands to be settled 
upon the like uses ; or in replacing buildings ; or ‘‘ in payment to any party 
becoming absolutely entitled to such money.’’ Section 32 of the Settled 
Land Act, 1882, provides that, when money is in court under the Lands 
Clauses Consolidation Act, ‘‘ and is liable to be laid out in the purchase of 
land to be made subject toa settlement, then, in addition to any mode 
of dealing therewith authorized by the Act under which the money is in 
court, that mon‘y may be invested or applied as capital money arising 
under this Act.’’ Section 21 provides that capital money arising under 
the Act may be invested or applied (inter alia) (ix ) ‘‘in payment to any 
person becoming absolutely entitled or empowered to give an absolute 
discharge.”” In Re Hobson’s Trusts (7 Ch. D. 708) the Court of Appeal 
(James, Baggallay, and Thesiger, L.JJ.) held that, under section 69 of 
the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, money might be paid out to trustees 
of a will with a power of sale as persons ‘‘ becoming absolutely entitled,’’ 
the public body who had paid the money into court making no 
objection. 


Tue Court (Corron, Lixpiey, and Bowen, L.JJ.), affirmed the decision. 
Corron, L.J., said that the application was for payment out of the money 
to the trustees, to hold upon the trusts of the will. Were the trustees 
entitled as of right to such an order? It was contended that they were 
under section 69 of the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act? But there was 
nothing in that section which gave any right to any person, unless the court 
thought fit to apply the deposited money in any one of the modes men- 
tioned in the section. There was no direction that the moxey must be 
applied in any of these ways. Re Hobson’s Trusts was relied on, but his 
lordship did not regard that case asa decision that trustees with a power of 
sale had a right te require that money so deposited should be paid out to 
them. It was only a decision that the money might be paid out to the 
trustees, the public body who had paid itin not objecting. With the 
greatest respect to James, L.J., his lordship doubted whether he was even 
right in coming to that conclusion. He thought that the maaeape 
section 69 pointed to payment to a person who had become absolutely bene- 
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ficially entitled to the money. In his opinion the trustees could not say 
that it was their money, though they could give a good receipt for it. 
But, at any rate, section 69 conferred no right ; it assumed the existence 
of a person who had a right. This difficulty was, however, removed by 
section 32 of the Settled Land Act. The trustees were clearly ‘‘ empowered 
to give an absolute discharge”’ for the money. But still, section 32 did not 
give them any absolute right to demand it. It only gave the court a discre- 
tionary power to order itto be paidtothem, and under the circumstances this 
court ought not to interfere with the exercise of this discretion by Kay, J. 
The family solicitor, who was acting for both parties, was himself one of 
the trustees who was asking for payment, His lordship did not intend to 
suggest anything against him, but he thought this court ought not to inter- 
fere. Linpiry, L.J , said that, but for section 32 of the Settled Land Act, 
it would have been open to some doubt whether there was jurisdiction to | 
order the money to be paid to the trustees. The decisions on the point 
had fluctuated. He would not like to say that there was no jurisdiction 
under section 69, but there could be no doubt of the jurisdiction under the 
different language of section 32. It was, however, one thing tosay that the 
court had jurisdiction, and quite another thing to say that the court was 
bound to exercise this jurisdiction in any particular case. The money 
was perfectly safe in court. The parties wished to get it out, and to hand 
it over to the trustees. Kay, J., thought that there was something behind 
which the parties did not wish to inform the court. The Court of Appeal 
was not bound to reverse his decision, and his lordship thought that Kay, J., 
had exercised a sound discretion. Bowen, L.J., concurred. He failed to 
see how trustees could be said to be ‘‘ persons becoming absolutely entitled’’ 
to the money under section 69. No doubt under section 32 the court had 
power to make the order, but this court ought to be very slow to interfere 
with the discretion of the judge in a matter relating to the administration 
of a trust.—Covunser, FE. P. Hewitt ; Leslie; Ratcliff. Soxrcrrors, Iliffe, 
Henley, § Sweet ; C. H. Mason. 








MARSLAND v. HOLE—No. 2, 16th November. 


R. 8. C., LVIIL, 15a—Time ror Appratinc — Separate ORDERS ON 
Furtuer ConsipeRATION AND Summons To Vary Curgr CLerk’s Certiri- 
CATE. 


The question in this case was, whether an appeal against an order dis- 
missing a summons to vary a chief clerk's certificate was brought too late. 
The summons to vary and the further consideration of the action were 
heard on the same day, but separate orders (though both dated the same 
day) were drawn up on the summons and on the further consideration. 
The order on further consideration was in accordance with the certificate. 
The notice of appeal was given from both orders, but it was not given till 
four months after the date of the orders. The preliminary objection was 
taken that the appeal was too late as regarded the order upon the sum- 
mons, which was an interlocutory order. Rule 15a of order 58 provides 
that ‘‘the time for appealing against an order made on the further con- 
sideration of a cause, and on the hearing of a summons to vary the certifi- 
cate on which such order is made, shall be the same as the time for 
appealing against the order on further consideration.” It was contended 
that this rule did not apply, because there were two distinct orders. 


Tue Court (Cotton, Lixpiey, and Bowen, L JJ.) overruled the objec- 
tion, and held that the appeal wasin time. CotTron, L.J., thought that 
in substance there was ove order on the further consideration and on the 
tummons to vary the certificate. The case was, at any rate, within the 
spirit of the rule, and, if necessary, the court ought to extend the time 
for appealing. Linpiry, LJ., thought that there was, in fact, only one 
order, and it was immaterial that it was contained in two pieces of paper 
instead of one. Bowen, L.J., concurred.—Covunset, Cozens- Hardy, Q.C., | 
and Bardswe'l ; Marten, ..C., and Sampson ; Millar, Q.C. ; Horton Smith, 
QC., and Borthwick, Sortcirors, W. F. Watson; BP. Hodgkinson ; Cune | 
liffes § Davenport. 


Re TOMPKINS—No. 2, 14th November. 


Lunatic—Sate or LAND BELONGING TO LuNATIC—LAND ON WHICH A 
Hovsk FORMERLY sTOOD—LAND ‘‘ MADE AVAILABLE FOR BuiLpInG Pvr- 
poses”’—Lunacy Brovriation Act, 1853 (16 & 17 Vict. c. 70), s. 125. 
The question in this case was whether the Lords Justices sitting in 

Lunacy had power, under section 125 of the Lunacy Regulation Act, 1853, 

to order a sale in fee simple of a piece of land forming part of a lunatic's 

estate under the following circumstances: The land had formerly been | 
the site of a house, but the house had been burnt down. The owner of | 
premises adjoining offered to buy this piece of Jand for the purpose of 
building thereon an extension of his own premises. The committee of | 
the lunatic’s estate considered that the sale would be for the benefit of | 
the lunatic, and applied to the court to order it to be made. Section | 

125 of the Lunacy Regulation Act, 1853, provides that:—‘‘ Where a | 

lunatic is seised of land in fee simple, and it appears to the | 

Lord Chancellor to be for his benefit that the same or any part 

thereof should be made available for building purposes, and that to that end 

the same should; in lieu of being demised for long terms of years, be 
absolutely sold, he msy order the same to be sold accordingly. . . .” 


Tue Court (Corron, Lixptey, and Lorgs, L.JJ.) held that they had no 
jurisdiction under section 125. Corroy, L.J., said that, though the pro- 
posed sale would no doubt be beneficial for the lunatic, yet, as the | 
ubject of the proposed sale was merely the rebuilding of a house which 
had been burnt, in his opinion that could not be considered to be a sale 
for the purpose of ‘‘ making the land available for building purposes ”’ 
within the meaning of the section, and apart from that section the court 
had no authority to sanction the sale. Lixpizy and Bowen, L.JJ., con- 
curred.—CovunseL, Duncan. Soxicrrors, Andrew, Wood, § Co, \ 
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High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re ELLIS’ TRUSTS, KELSON v. ELLIS—Kay, J., 14th November. 


Practice—Oricinatinc Summons—Oiam acGartnst Trustees ror Accounts 
—Serrine astpE Retrzase—K S. C., LV., 3. 


This case raised the question whether the court will allow a claim which 
involves setting aside a release to be determined on an originating 
summons under ord. 55, r. 3. The summons was taken out by bene- 
ficiaries for an order on the trustees of a settlement to furnish accounts of 
the trust fund, notwithstanding an alleged release from the beneficiaries, 
and the case of Gandy v. Macaulay (32 W. R. 474) was relied on, where 


| Bacon, V.C., held that the validity of a release might be so determined. 


The defendants had objected in chambers to the summons, but had put in 


| answers to the plaintiffs’ affidavits. They now renewed their objection, 


contending that the case ought to be tried on vivd voce evidence. 

Kay, J., said that he was clearly of opinion that this was not a case 
proper to be heard on summons. A writ must be issued, but the case 
might be set down to be heard without pleadings. The costs of the 
summons were reserved, but his lordship intimated that he should not 
allow the defendants the costs of their answers to the plaintiffs’ 
affidavits.—OounseL, R. F. Norton ; MacSwinney. Soxtrcrrors, J. Nicholls ; 
Cole d&: Farlow. 


Re FRANKLYN’S MORTGAGES—Stirling, J., 10th and 17th November. 


Vesting Onpgr—CoryHoLps—Inrant Herr or Morrcacre—Trvstee Act, 
1850, s. 7—Copyuoip Act, 1887, s. 45. ‘ 


Petition by the executors and infant heir of a mortgagee of copyholds, 
who had beenadmitted tenant on the court rolls, for an order 10 vest the 
legal estate in the executors. The mortgagee, who died on the 28th of 
October, 1887, made a will whercby she devised and bequeathed all her 
real and personal estate and all property over which she might have any 
power of appointment as to one moiety between the issue of a deceased 
sister per stirpes, and as to the other moiety to another sister, with certain 
gifts over, and appointed executors. It was submitted that the legal 
estate in the copyholds was not disposed of by the will, but was vested 
in the infant heir. 

Srieiinc, J., made the order, holding that the rule laid down by Lord 
Eldon in Lord Braybrooke v. Inskip (8 Ves. 417), and followed by Wood, 
V.C., in Thirth v. Vaughan (24 L. T. 5), applied.—Counsex, Tallents, 
Soxicitors, Cooper, Thorowgood, § Tabor, for Coopers, Newcastle-under- 
Lyme. 

High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
BICKERS v. SPEIGH!—14th November. 
Practice—Sprciratty Inporsep Writ—R. S. C. IIL, 6. 


This was an application under order 14, and was brought by way of 
appeal from an order made by Sir James Hannen, sitting as Vacation Judge, 
affirming an order made by the master giving the defendant unconditional 
leave todefend. The indorsement on the writ was to the following effect : 
The plaintiff's claim is £130 due to him from the defendant under and by 
virtue of an assignment under the hand of Martha Inman, dated the 14th of 


| July, 1888, particulars whereof are as follows :—I do hereby authorize and 


request you to pay tou Mr. Bickers the sum of £130, being the amount due 
or to become due from you to me as appears by an I O U signed by you 
and dated the 4t. of February, 1885, and his receipt for the same shall be 
a good discharge. On the part of the defendant the objection was now 
taken that the above was not a special indorsement within the meaning 
of ord. 3, r. 6, and therefore order 14 was not applicable. The Rules of 
1875 had said that a writ might be specially indorsed with the particulars 
of the amount sought to be recovered. The words of the present rule 
were that the writ might ‘‘at the option of the plaintiff be specially 
indorsed with a statement of his claim.’? And forms were given in 
Appendix ©, section 4, all of which gave particulars of the claim which 
was the subject of the action. This indorsement gave no statement of 
what the original debt was, but merely a statement of how it had been 


| transmitted. Parpaite v. Dickenson (26 W. R. 479), was an authority to 


shew that this indorsement was not sufficient. Even if the plaintiff could 
have relied on the I O U itself, and had sued on it as on an account stated, 
and if he had delivered a regular statement of claim, still he would have 
been bound to give particulars, under ord. 20, r. 8. 

Tue Court (Lord Ooterince, C.J., and Witts, J.) said it had been laid 
down in Aston v. Hurwitz (41 L T. N.S. 521) that what was sufficient as 4 
special indorsement under the Common Law Procedure Act, 1852, s. 25, 
was sufficient under the Rules of 1875. The object was to bring to the 
mind of the defendant all that was necessary to enable him to satisfy his 
mind whether he ought to pay or resist: Smith v. Wilson (28 W. R. 57, 


| 5 C. P. D. 25), where the test previously laid down by Cockburn, C.J., 


was approved by the Court of Appeal. Their lordships were not pre- 
cluded by any difference in the wording of the present rules from follow- 
ing these authorities, and therefore they thought that this special 
indorsement was sufficient. The court, after hearing arguments on other 
points, thought this was not a case for summary judgment under order 14, 
and dismissed the appeal.—CovunsgL, J. S. Green; Macaskie. Sowtcrrors, 
—, Rhodes, § Co., for Dwyer, Dewsbury; Mitton, for Hammond, 
Bradford. 


SHUMM v. DIXON AND KNIGHT—21st November. 


Pracrice—Costs—TAaxaTION—DgrenpDANTs SEVERING Dergences—Acrion 
or Tort. 
In this case an action had been brought by the plaintiff against the two 
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defendants, Knight, the owner of the freebold of certain building land, 
and Dixon, a builder, for removing the support of the plaintiff's 
premises. The defendants had first joined in their defence and paid £50 
into court in satisfaction of the damage occasioned to the plaintiff's 
premises. Afterwards Dixon severed his defence and employed a 
different solicitor, raised various defences, and certain interlocutory pro- 
ceedings took place without the consent of the other defendant Kuight. 
At the trial the plaiatiff obtained judgment fora certain sum over and 
above the money paid into court ‘‘and his costs to be taxed.” The 
master, on the taxation, allowed the plaintiff, as against Knight, all the 
costs of the trial and the action, except those occasioned by and in con- 
sequence of Dixon’s amended pleadings, for which he held that Dixon 
alone was liable. On an application to review the taxation, 

Tue Court (Lord Co.erinez, C.J., and Manisty, J.) held that the 
master had acted rightly, Lord Cotermwer, C.J., said that though there 
was no direct authority on the point, it bad been held that where several 
defendants were sued for the same cause of action and some succeeded 
in portions of their defences while others failed, though they might all 
be liable for the genera] costs of the action, those who had succeeded in 
part were entitled to the costs of the issues on which they had been 
successful against the plaintiff without reference to the other defendants. 
That seemed to have a bearing on the matter in dispute, and the defend- 
ant Dixon, who had set up a defence with which Knight had nothing to 
do, ought to bear the costs occasioned by that defence. Manisty, J., 
was of the same opinion.—OCounsgL, Le Riche ; J. G. Witt. Soxtcrrors, 
C. T. Foster ; Saunders, Hawksford, § Bennett. 








Solicitors’ Cases. 

SMITH v. EDWARDES—C. A. No. 1, 14th and 19th November. 
Soxiciror—Bi.1 or Costs—R. 8. C., X[V.,1—Soxicrrors Act, 1843 (6 & 7 
Vict. c. 73), s. 37. 

This was an appeal from the decision of a divisional court (Lord Cole- 
ridge, C.J., and Bowen, L.J.), and raised a question of importance to soli- 
citors. The plaintiff, a solicitor, was employed by the defendant to do 
some conveyancing business for him, and in respect of this he delivered to 
the defendant four bills. On June 29, 1888, he issued a specially-indorsed 
writ against the defendant in the Queen’s Bench Division, claiming the 
sum of £161 9s, 3d. for work done and money expended as a solicitor, and 
giving as particulars the four bills. The defendant appeared to the writ 
on July 5, and on July 6 an order was made on his petition in the Chan- 
cery Division for the taxation of the three bills last delivered. On July 9 
the plaintiff took out a summons under ord. 14, r. 1, for liberty to sign 
judgment on the writ. The defendant did not dispute the fact that he 
owed something to the plaintiff, but he desired that the bills should be 
taxed. The master refused to make any order, but on appeal, on July 21, 
Butt, J., in chambers, made the following order :—‘‘ It is ordered that the 
plaintiff be at liberty to sign judgment for the amount indorsed on the 
writ, subject: to taxation, and costs to be taxed.” The defendant ap- 
pealed, but the Divisional Court, being informed by the master that the 
order was in the form usual in such cases, declined to set it aside. The 
defendant appealed. 

Tue Court (Lord Fsuer, M.R., and Fry and Lorgs, L JJ.), having taken 
time to consider the question and to consult the masters, allowed the 
appea!. Lord Esuer, M.R, said that there had been some misapprehen- 
sion in the Divisional Court as to the usual form of orders in such a case. 
They were now assured by the masters that this order was not in the usual 
form. It was clear that the order as it stood was wrong. Ord. 14, r. 1, 
only had reference to a final judgment for a fixed or ascertained sum. 
Here there was no sum ascertained till after taxation. Nor under this 
order was there any power for the bill to be taxed under the provisions of 
the Solicitors Act, 1843, and according to it the defendant would not be 
entitled on taxation to any of the benefits given by that Act. But in order 
to prevent multiplicity of costs the court had drafted a form of order 
which was not dissimilar from that which they were informed was now 
used by the masters in such cases, and which would enable a taxation to 
take place under the Solicitors Act, 1843, and then judgment to be signed 
for the amount of the master’s a//ocatur without taking out any fresh sum- 
mons. The form of order would be as follows:—It is ordered that the 
bills of costs on which the action is brought be referred to the taxing 
master pursuant to the statute 6 & 7 Vict. c. 73, and that the plaintiff give 
credit at the time of taxation for all sums of money received by him from 
or on account of the defendant, and let the plaintiff be at liberty to sign 
judgment for the amount of the master’s a//ocatur in the said taxation, and 
costs to be taxed. Fry, L.J., in concurring, said that this form of order 
would make the provisions of the Solicitors Act as to rights of objection 
and appeal, and also of the costs of taxation being borne by the solicitor if 
more than one-sixth of the bill was taxed off, applicable in such a case 
The allocatur would then fix a definite and ascertained sum for which final 
judgment could be signed. He thought that this was exactly the 
order which was wanted by both parties in this case, but he thought also 
that it was an order which might fairly be pronounced against an object- 
ing defendant, since it gave iiberty to enter judgment for an ascertained 
amount, Lopgs, L J., concurred.—CovunseL, Channell, Q.C., and A. J. 
pe? fcc Q.C., and Theodore Ribton. Soxicrrors, Slark § Metcalfe ; 

. F. Smith. 


Ez parte CHIEF OFFICIAL RECEIVER, Re ARNOTT— 
Q. B. Div., 21st November. 
Soricrror’s Privitece—DiscitosurgE oF ADDRESS OF ABSCONDING BANkK- 
RUPT—Banxkrvrtcy Act, 1883, s. 27. 
This case raised a question of privilege, and was an application for an 
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order to compel a solicitor to disclose the present address of the bankrupt, 
who had absconded. The respondent had refused to give the address 
when asked at a private examination before the registrar, on the ground 
that it was communicated to him as the debtor's solicitor under a pledge 
of secrecy. On behalf of the official receiver it was contended that the 
address of the bankrupt was not the subject of professional privilege at 
all, and that in any event the solicitor could claim no higher privilege 
than the debtor himself, who would be obliged to disclose it if asked on 
examination. It was also urged that the information was not given for 
the purpose of obtaining advice, and that the act of bankruptcy 
committed by the debtor was in departing from his dwelling-house on 
the 3lst of July, 1888, on which day the debtor wrongfully removed 
certain furniture, and that on the Ist of August the debtor gave a 
charge over his house to the solicitor for £900—after notice of the act 
of bankruptcy. The address was communicated by the debtor to the 
solicitor by letter on the 4th of October, 1888. 


Cave, J., dismissed the application. His lordship said that it had been 
attempted to be argued that the address must be disclosed unless the 
debtor consulted the solicitor as to what his address should be. But 
clearly that was not the basis of the privilege, nor was it the basis of the 
judgment of James, L.J., in the case of Er parte Campbell, Re Catheart 
(L. R. 5 Ch. 703), where he said :—‘‘ If, indeed, the gentleman’s residence 
had been concealed ; if he was in hiding for some reason or other, and the 
solicitor had said, ‘ I only know my client’s residence because he has com- 
munizated it to me confidentially, as his solicitor, for the purpose of being 
advised by me, and he has not communicated it to the rest of the world, 
then the client’s residence would have been a matter of professional con- 
fidence.’” Those words exactly described the present case. Then it was 
said that the bankrupt and the solicitor were engaged in something wrong, 
and that the communication was made to the solicitor while so engaged 
in the offence, and consequently that he was bound to disclose it. If that 
could be made out, the point would be a good one, and in such a case 
the solicitor could not stop short at the address, but must tell everything. 
But absolutely no offence had been made out. It was said that on the 
lst of August the solicitor had obtained a mortgage from the client, and 
that on the 3lst of July there had been an act of bankruptcy. It was not 
suggested that the debtor was in hiding because he gave the mortgage, 
and it was obvious that the communication made on the 4th of October 
was not in reference to the deed of the lst of August. It was true that the 
bankrupt was alleged to have removed his goods, which was an offence 
against the bankruptcy laws ; and if the letter of the 4th of October was 
written for the purpose of taking advice on that subject, as to keeping the 
goods concealed, the privilege would be gone; but there was no ground 
for suggesting that the solicitor was a party to the concealment and 
removing of the goods, or advised the debtor how they might be continued 
in concealment. Proceedings had been taken against the debtor in bank- 
ruptcy, and it was very natural that he should wish to know how those 
proceedings were going on, and to be advised as to those proceedings. 
There was a perfectly legitimate matter of professional confidence, and 
when such existed it ought not to be assumed that the solicitor was 
attempting to help the debtor to commit an offence. It was of the 
highest importance that a man should be able to consult a solicitor 
without fear. — Counset, Abrahams; Sidney Woolf. Soxtcrrors, M, 
Abrahams, Son, § Co. ; A. Pulbrook. 


DAY v. THE WOOLWICH EQUITABLE BUILDING SOCIETY—North, J., 
15th November. 


Soricrrorn—AvtHority To Recerve Constpgration Money ror Derp— 
Propvuction or Deep with Recerer Inporsep—Conveyancine Act, 1881, 
8. 56. 

A question arose in this case as to the authority of a solicitor to 
reccive mortgage money on behalf of the mortgagors. Section 56 of the 
Conveyancing Act, 1881, provides that, ‘‘ Where a solicitor produces a 
deed, having in the body thereof or indorsed thereon a receipt for con- 
sideration money or other consideration, the deed being executed, or the 
indorsed receipt being signed, by the person entitled to give a receipt for 
that consideration, the deed shal] be sufficient authority to the person 
liable to pay or give the same for his paying or giving the eame to the 
solicitor, without the solicitor producing any separate or other direction 
or authority in that behalf from the person who executed or signed the 
deed or receipt.” The plaintiffs had mortgaged property to the defendant 
society, and they desired to obtain a further advance of £100 from the 
society on the security of the property, for the purpose of making a pay- 
ment to the mortgagees of some other property of the plaintiffs’. A deed 
of further charge was accordingly prepared in the office of the solicitor of 
the society, and was executed in his office by the mortgagors and left 
with him. A cheque of £99 7s. (being the £100, less 13s. expenses) was 
drawn on behalf of the society for the purpose of the further charge, and 
signed by the secretary and two directors of the society, and was handed 
by the secretary of the society to the solicitor’s clerk, who produced the 
deed of further charge, which had in the body of it a receipt for the 
mortgage money signed by the mortgagors. The money never found its 
way into the hands of the mortgagors or their other mortgagees, but the 
cheque, being made payable to bearer, was misappropriated by the solicitor. 
The question raised was whether the plaintiffs or the defendant society 
were to bear the loss. It was said on behalf of the defendants that the 
solicitor had, in fact, authority to receive the money in cash on behalf of 
the plaintiffs, and also that, in fact, he was the solicitor of the plaintiffs 
in the particular transaction, and that it followed, as matter of law, that 
he, having the custody of the deed, had, within the meaning of section 56, 
when his clerk received the money, ‘‘ produced the deed” of further 
charge, and that, inasmuch as the deed had ‘‘in the body thereof a 
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receipt for the consideration,”’ the effect of the section was to give the 
society a complete discharge for the mortgage money. It was further 
contended that, even if the solicitor was not the solicitor of the plaintiffs, 
he was a solicitor within the meaning of the section, and that the 
receipt of the money, either by himself or his clerk, coupled with implied 
production of the deed, was sufficient to give the mortgagees the protec- 
tion of the section. 

Nortn, J., held, on the evidence, that the solicitor was not the agent of 
the plaintiffs to receive the money, and that he was not their solicitor in 
the transaction. He held, further, that there had been no production of 
the deed by a solicitor within the meaning of the Act, end that the 
solicitor whose production of the deed with the receipt indorsed was to 
be sufficient auibortty for payment of the consideration to him must be 
the solicitor of, or in some way acting for, the person entitled to give 
the receipt for the consideration.—Covnse1, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and 
Harry Greenwood ; Napier Higgins, Q.C., and C. B. E. Jenkins. Sowtcrrors, 
EZ. C. Rawlings; G. J. F. Muskett, 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
THE SOLICITORS’ FINAL. 


We annex the questions set in conveyancing at the recent examination, 
with references. 

ConvVEYANCING. 

1. Your client, who is the lessee, instructs you to act for him in refer- 
ence to the sale of his residence, held on lease for a term of twenty-one 
years, of which several years are unexpired, ata rack rent. Would you 
advise your client to assign the lease to the purchaser, or to grant to him 
an underlease for the remainder of the term, less a few days? State the 
reasons you would give to your client for the course you would recommend. 
(Deane’s Principles, p. 65.) 

2. Within what time must a conveyance, mortgage, lease, or settlement 
be respectively stamped? What is the penalty if not stamped within the 

rescribed period, and who is liable for the same? (Customs and Inland 

evenue Act, 1888, s. 18.) 

3. Upon what grounds is a purchaser, who has entered into a contract 
for the purchase of real estate, or chattels real, contaiaing the ordinary 
condition that a misdeccription shall not annul the contract, but be a 
matter of compensation, entitled to rescind the contract? (Prideaux, 
vol. 1, p. 30.) 

4. On the sale of a goodwill of a business, how is the benefit thereof 
secured to the purchaser? (Pearson v. Pearson, 32 W. R. 1006.) 

5. As between the vendor and purchaser of a reversionary estate in 
freeholds, who is liable to pay the succession duty which will become 
payable upon the death of the tenant for life, and what provisions are 
usually inserted in an agreement for the sale of a reversionary estate with 
regard to the succession duty? (Edwards, p. 239, note.) 

6. What is a partnership, and what implied authority does each 
partner possess ; and what notice should be given on the retirement of a 
partner? (Smith’s Principles of Equity, pp. 567, 586, 587.) 

7. What are the testamentary powers of a married woman since the 
passing of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, and what were her 
testamentary powers before the Act with regard to real and personal 
estate belonging to her for her separate use? (Prideaux, vol. 2, p. 363, 
and in Re Price, Stafford vy. Stafford, 35 W. R. 396.) 

8. A., by bis will, devises and bequeaths his property to any wife he 
may marry for life, and after her death between any children there may 
be of the marriage in equal shares. A. subsequently marries, and after- 
wards dies, leaving a widow and two sons and one daughter. Who will 
be entitled to A.’s real and personal estate? (Edwards, p. 372). 

9. Under what circumstances, if any, is the legatee or devisee under the 
will of a testator, who has directed his executors to sell and convert his 
real and personal property, entitled to take such property in its actual 
state? (Edwards, p. 160). 

10. What was formerly and what is now the position of the parties 
under an agreement for a lease where the intended lessee has entered into 
possession of the premises agreed to be leased, and paid rent in respect 
thereof? (Edwards, p. 316). 

11. What is asurrender by act and operation of law, and when does it 
arise? (Edwards, p. 319). 

12. Describe shortly the power to insure given to mortgagees by the 
Conveyancing and Law of Property Act, 1881, and state whether any, 
and, if so, what, provision should be made by the mortgagee for the insur- 
ance of the mortgaged property? (Hood and Challis’s Conveyancing Acts, 
p. 162). 

13. Why is it desirable that the mortgagor should be a party to the 
transfer of a mortgage by the mortgagee, and what is the form of the 
transfer when a further sum is advanced to the mortgagor at the time of 
the transfer? (Edwards, p. 225). 

14, What provision is made by the Settled Land Act, 1882, for the 
eettlement of any differences which may arise between a tenant for life 
and the trustees of the settlement respecting the exercise of any of 
the eye of the Act, or any matter relating thereto? (Section 44 of the 
Settled Land Act, 1882). 


15. What are the trusts usually inserted in a marriage settlement of 
reonalty in default of issue, where the trust property is settled, either 
y the husband, or by the wife? (Sweet’s Concise Precedents, p. 980). 








THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY, 
PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Preliminary Examination held on the 24th and 25th 
October, 1888 :— 


Adams, Francis Hamp 
Anderson, Henry 

Arden, Christopher 
Atkinson, John Booth 
Baddeley, Herbert 
Baddeley, Wilfred 
Barclay, Edward George 
Barnsley, Harold 
Bawtree, Hugh Francis 
Beard, George Ravenhill 
Beatty, Charles 

Blewitt, Archibald Hargrave 
Bodvel- Roberts, Arthur John Pomeroy, Leonard 

Bond, Ralph Stuart Preston, Charles Guy 
Bridgman, Ernest James Hamilton Price, Rhys Williams 
Bromfield, John Beadon Reade, George Percy 

Brown, Oswald Charles Bernard Rees, Herbert Percy Powell 
Browne, James William Richmond, Arthur 

Buckland, Lionel Ricketts, William Tyler 
Burch, Thomas William Robb, Edward Elvy : 
Chambers, Harry Crompton Robins, William Henry 
Chilman, John William Sapte, Fitzroy 

Cockburn, Joseph Edward Saunders, Herbert Morley 
Cockshott, Arthur Sawyer, Arthur Frederick Clive 
Craig, Alfred Gordon Sewell, John Kirbell 
Crompton, John Arthur Shepherd, William 

Elsdon, William John Slyman, Charles Henry Pollard 
Foakes, Ernest Lovell Lindsay Smith, Alfred Gerald 

Frost, William Smith, Arthur Grismond 

Gray, Cecil William Smith, Charles 

Griffith, Rowland Parry Smith, George 

Grimwade, Harold William Francis Stevens, Headland 

Grover, Charles Lewis Brockett Stokes, Walter Leslie Crawford 
Harvey, Arthur Thomas Stubbs, Thomas Duncan Henlock 
Hayward, Frederick Richard WilliamSutton, William 

Hessey, Francis Dodson Tarn, Frank Gerald 

Hilton, Percy Thomas, Herbert Francis 
Hinshelwood, Alexander Stuart Thomas, Walter Frederick 
Hukbard, Nathaniel Wi)liam Thompson, Thomas Reuben 
Hutchins, Charles John Hooper Thwaites, John Kenneth 

Kelly, William James Tombleson, Thomas 

Kerridge, Henr Topping, Thomas Edward 
Kilner, Josiah —_— Hugo Tozer, Basil 

Kilner, Samuel Eli Hugo Trevanion, Arthur Harry 
Kirk, Walter Glover Walker, Henry Gilder 

Knee, Alfred William Colston Walker, William Charles 
Knox, Charles Douglas Walmsley, Percival Brunsdon 
Lamb, Thomas Edgar Watts, Edmond 

Lavy, Frederick Wheeler, Henry Nicholas 
Lywood, Charles Willis, Benjamin Perryman 
Mason, Frederick 


Miles, Augustus Frederick 
Miller, Arthur 

Miller, Brian Stothert 
Milne, Charles Ernest 
Mitford, Claude Guise 
Morton, James Cuthbert 
Mothersill, George Christopher 
Padwick, Arthur 

Peard, Henry Terrell 
Perkins, Ernest Wrigley 
Piercy, George Hugh 
Plumbridge, Thomas 





CALLS TO THE BAR. 


Mipptz Temrre.—Joseph Robert Fisher, B.A., Queen’s University, 
Ireland ; Herman Robinson, B A., LL.B., scholar of Emmanuel College, 
Cambridge, Middle Temple, Real and Personal Scholar, i887; William 
Easterby, B.A., LL.B., Cambridge University Yorke prizeman, University 
of Cambridge ; John Parsick Joaquim ; Horace Wilson ; William Richard 
Willeon, B.A., Pembroke amy Oxford ; Clement Harley Downs, B.A., 
LL.B. ; David Thomas Oliver, M.A., LL B., Royal University of Ireland ; 
Arthur Mason Tippetts Jackson, M.A., Oxford University, Boden 
Sanskrit Scholar, Brasenose College; James Williamson Wearing; 
William Hamilton Leycester, B.A., scholar of St. Peter’s College, 
Cambridge; Herbert Mayos Davies; Alfred Edward Ryves, B.A., 
Trinity College, Oxford ; Robert Donald Grant ; Robert Augustus Davis ; 
George Henry Mallinson, M.A., scholar of Sidney Sussex College, 
Cambridge: Frederick Wood ; Walter Beverley. 

Inner TemrLe.—Stephen Ronan, M.A., Queen’s University, Ireland; 
William Staunton Sherrington, M.A., Cambridge; john Clarke, M.A., 
LL.B., London; Walter Halliday Moresby, M.A., LL.B., Cambridge; 
Cosmo Rose-Innes, London, Scholar in Real Property Law; Walter 
Patrick Whitty, B.A., London; Harold Buckland Bompas, B.A., Oxford; 
Henry Gervaise Le Gros, B.A., Cambridge; William Edward Elswortby ; 
Douglas Alexander Smith-Cunningham, B.A., LL.B., Cambridge; 
Philip Evered, Oxford; Guy Stephenson, B.A., Cambridge; James 
Reginald Graham, B.A., LL.B., Cambridge ; Charles Peter Allen, B.A., 
Oxford; James Hartley Butterworth, B.A., Cambridge; John Alfred 
Turner, LL.B., Cambridge; Samuel Moses, B.A., Oxford, Scholar in 
Common Law; Gardner Sebastian Bazley, B.A., Oxford; Ernest 
Frederick Hadfield, B.A., Cambridge; David Sydney Wanliss, B.A., 
LL.B., Cambridge; Clive Fleetwood Pritchard, B.A., Cambridge; 
Robert Nathan, B.A., Cambridge; Samuel Fletcher Hulton, B.A., Ox- 
ford; Arthur Paul Harper, B.A., Oxford; Karsondas Chubildas; Arthur 
Ernest Griffith, B.A., Oxford; Howell John James Price, B.A., Cam- 
bridge; Patrick William Evelyn Scott, B.A., Oxford; William Edward 
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Briggs, Oxford ; Arthur Herbert Bagley, Cambridge: David Hugh Wat- 
son Askew, B.A., Oxford; and Hubert Billinghurst Finlay-Knuight. 

Lincotn’s-1nN. — Francis Peter Gervaise, B.A., Cambridge; Henry 
Wilson Fox, B.A., Cambridge; Percy Melmoth Walters (Lincoln’s-inn 
Scholarship in International and Constitutional Law, 1886), B.A., Oxford ; 
St, George Hay Smither Jackson ; Alexander Millington Begg (Lincoln’s-inn 
Scholarship in Real and Personal Property, Law and Equity, 1888), B.A., 
London ; David Cowen, B.A., Cambridge ; Mahomed Sheriff, B.A., LL.B., 
Cambridge; Alfred Roscoe, B.A., Cambridge; William Harcourt Moira 
Maclean; Harold Watkins Oave, M.A., Oxford; Charles Matthew 
Fernando, B.A., LL.B., Cambridge; Henry Adolphus Byden Rattigan 
(Lincoln’s-inn Scholarship in International and Constitutional Law and 
Common Law, 1887), Baliol College, Oxford; Nandlol Banerji, Calcutta 
University ; George Forbes Meiklejohn. 

Gray’s-1nn.—Moses Roberts Jones; John Kyrle Frederick Cleave, B.A., 
Hertford College, Oxford (Lee Prizeman, Gray’s-inn, 1887); William 
Madden, formerly a solicitor in practice at Liverpool. 


LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srvupents’ Denatine Socretry.—Nov. 13—Mr. W. 8. Bunting in 
the chair.—The debate—‘‘ That this soziety disapproves of the Irish 
policy of the Government ’—was opened by Mr. Charles Russell. He 
was supported by Messrs. Rowsell, Ross Brown, FitzMaurice, Foden 
Pattinson, Bateman Napier, Harvey, Windsor, and Parker, and opposed 
by Messrs. Crawford, Bodilly, Quarrel, Berry, Arnold, Kinniple, and 
Watson. Mr. Rowsell replied for Mr. Russell, and on a division being 
taken, only fourteen votes were recorded for the motion, although sixty- 
three members were present. 

Nov. 20—Mr. Foden Pattinson in the chair.—The debate—‘‘ That the 
case of Warne v. Seebohm (36 W. R. 686) was wrongly decided ’’—was 
opened by Mr. Savory, in the affirmative. He was supported by Messrs. 
T. Douglas, Ogle, Nimmo, and Berry, and opposed by Messrs. Curtis, 
Kinniple, Watson, Morrison, Windsor, Thorpe, tale jun., and Blagg. 
After Mr. Savory had replied, the motion was put to the society, and lost 
by nine votes. 


Bristo. Law Srvupents’ Socrery.—Nov. 13—Mr. John Miller in the 
chair.—An impromptu debate was held. The following were the subjects 
discussed :—Sir Morell Mackenzie’s book—Who is liable for the expenses 
of a funeral ordered by an executor while his testator was in a trance, 
which a doctor certified to be death, but from which he recovered ?—Can a 
blind man attest a will?—The Irish policy of the Government—Fusion— 
The non- liability of barristers for negligence—The influence of feudalism. 
The introduction of ord. 14, r. 1. Provedure in county courts. The 
speakers were Messrs. Bayliffe, Bowley, Browne, Hawkins, Knight, 
Robinson, Taylor, and Williams. 


LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. James Mackonocute, barrister and advocate, has been appointed 
Judge of County Courts for Circuit No. 55, on the resignation of Mr. 
Serjeant Henry Tindal Atkinson. Judge Mackonochie is the eldest son of 
Colonel George Mackonochie, H.I.E.0.8., and was born in 1823. He was 
admitted a member of the Faculty of Advocates in Scotland in 1845, and 
he was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1852. 
He is a member of the Western Circuit, and he was for several years a 
revising barrister. He has been Recorder of the City of Winchester since 
1880. 


Mr. Joun Srratrorp Dvucpa.e, Q.C., M.P., has been elected a Bencher 
of the Inner Temple. 


Mr. ALEXANDER Barr, advocate, has been appointed Sheriff of Chancery 
in Scotland, in succession to Sir Charles John Pearson, who has been 
appointed an Advocate Depute. 


Mr. JoszrH Brinces Marruews, solicitor, of Worcester, has been 
appointed Under - Sheriff for that city for the ensuing year. Mr. 
Matthews was admitted a solicitor in 1884. 


Mr. Epwarp Lawrence Boyer, solicitor, of 7, Moorgate-street, has 
been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme 
Court of Judicature. 


The Right Hon. Sir Freperick Prez, barrister, K.C.M.G., has been 
appointed a Lay Commissioner under the Railway Rates and Charges Act, 
1888. Sir F. Peel is the second son of the late Right Hon. Sir Robert 
Peel, Bart., and was born in 1823. He was educated at Harrow and at 
Trinit7 College, Cambridge, where he graduated in the first class of the 
classical tripos and also as a junior optime in 1845, and he was called to 
the bar at the Inner Temple in Hilary Term, 1849. He was M.P. for 
Leominster in the Liberal interest from 1849 till 1852, and for Bury from 
1852 till 1857, and again from 1859 till 1865. He was successively Under- 
Secretary for the Colonies and Under-Secretary for War, and he was 
Financial Secretary to the Treasury from 1860 till 1866. He was created 
a Knight Companion of the Order of St. Michael and St. George in 1870, 
and he has been chairman of the Railway Commission since 1873. 


Mr. Ernest Ecrert Birytu, LL.D., solicitor, of Norwich, has been 
appointed Under-Sheriff of that city for the ensuing year. Mr. Blyth 
was admitted a solicitor in 1878. He graduated LL.D. at the University 
of London in 1887. 


Mr. Gerorce Asumatt, solicitor, of Lichfield, has been appointed 
Under-Sheriff of that city for the ensuing year. Mr. Ashmall is solicitor 
to the Norton-under-Cannock School Board. He was admitted in 1872. 


Mr. Epwarp Worsrotp Mow11, solicitor (of the firm of Mowll & Mowll), 
of Dover and Ashford, has been appointed Official Receiver in Bankruptcy 
for the Canterbury district, in succession to Mr. Leslie Creery, resigned. 
Mr. Mowll was admitted a solicitor in 1871. 


Mr. Apotrn Unna Sesgvey, solicitor (of the firm of Seeley & Son), 
of 2, South-square, Gray’s-inn, and of Beckenham, has been appointed a 
Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Artnur Epwarp Eves, solicitor, of 34, Mark-lane and of Penge, 
has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme 
Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Wiiui1am Tomson, solicitor, of Victoria-street, Manchester, has 
been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme 
Court. Mr. Thomson was admitted a solicitor in July, 1882. 


_—— 


GENERAL, 


The Land Charges Registration and Searches Bill passed through com- 
mittee of the House of Commons on the 16th inst. 


In the House of Commons on the 15th inst., in answer to Mr. Howell, 
| Mr. W. H. Smith said :—*‘ The editor of the Revised Statutes hopes to be 
able to return the last proofs of the first volume to the printers to-day, 
and if this isdone the volume ought to be published in a fortnight at 
latest. The price will be 7s. 6d.’’ 


| A second Statute Law Revision Bill has been issued. The object is to 
| strike out of the statute-book some superfluous expressions of enactment, 
| such as ‘‘ be it further enacted,’’ and the like ; and also many enactments 
| which have ceased to bein force but have not been expressly and specifi- 
| cally repealed, and many which have, by lapse or otherwise, become 
| unnecessary. 


| On the 16th inst. Sir Michael Hicks-Beach received a deputation 
| from the Associated Chambers of Commerce on the subject of bankruptcy 
| law. Sir Albert Rollit, M.P., said he was about to introduce into the House 
of Commons a Bankruptcy Law Amendment Bill, which the Chambers had 
placed in his hands. They did not propose any change of principle, and 
they acknowledged the advantages of the Act of 1883, which had been 
admirably administered by those who had charge of it. As an illustration 
of its value, he mentioned that the losses by bankruptcy had been decreased 
by about two-thirds. There was, however, no check upon reckless trading 
and culpable misconduct. Last 7 in no Jess than 70 per cent. of the 
bankruptcies there was a dividend below 2s. 6d. in the pound. The 
Associated Chambers considered that, unless a man paid 10s, in the pound 
in the case of a bankruptcy, or 7s. 6d. in the case of a composition, or 
unless he could successfully assume the onus of shewing that he was the 
victim of misfortune, he should not have his discharge granted to him. 
They then proposed to amend section 28 of the existing statute so as to 
make penal any hazardous speculation, unjustifiable extravagance, or 
| fraudulent preference ; and in all cases where there had been actual fraud 
or fraudulent breach of trust they proposed twelve months’ imprisonment 
as the »aximum penalty. They also proposed to reduce the amount upon 
which a bankruptcy petition could be founded from £50 to £20. Sir 
Michael Hicks-Beach said, in reply, that he approached this subject with 
a feeling that Parliament had spent so much time and trouble in 1883 in re- 

modelling the bankruptcy law that they ought not to be hasty in again 
| attempting to deal with it. He could not undertake to propose a” 
| measure on this subject, but he admitted there were points upon whic 
experience had shewn that the law required amendment, and he agreed 
with the resolution passed by the Chambers at Cardiff on this subject. He 
would, therefore, be disposed to help Sir Albert Rollit in what he understood 
| to be that gentleman’s object—namely, the amendment of the law on 
| certain points of detail, but accepting the principle established by the Act 
of 1883. 


On the 19th inst., at the Bristol Police-court, Frank Albert Boyes was 
summoned on the complaint of Henry Pomeray, who stated that on 3rd of 
October, in Bristol, he (Boyes) did pretend to be qualified to act as a 
solicitor. Mr. Clifton, for the prosecution, said these proceedings were in- 
stituted by the Incorporated Law Society of the United Kingdom, and the 
section under which they were taken imposed a penalty not exceeding £20 
for each offence. Their worships would see by the Law List, which was made 
evidence, no such person as Boyes appeared qualified to act as a solicitor. 
The defendant was a commercial clerk, a res ble young man, bat one 
who aspired to do that which did not come within his duties. He wrote a 
letter to Mr. Shepherd, the secretary of the Penarth and District Starr- 
Bowkett Building Society, and which purported to be written on behalf of 
Miss Smith. It was dated from 72, St. Luke’s-road, Totterdown, Bristol, 
and said, ‘‘ I am directed by Miss A. G. Smith, of Bridge-street, Newport, 
to apply to you for the immediate —— of two shares she holds in your 
society, notice of the withdrawal of which you received some twelve months 
ago. Unless the amount—viz., £13 18s. 6d.—be forthcoming immediately, 
I shall be compelled to take legal proceedings to recover the same without 
further notice.’’ The secretary, Mr. Shepherd, was there and would tell 
them that the letter was received, and assuming it to be sent by 
a solicitor, he communicated with the solicitor of the society, Mr. 
Evans. The lady for whom the defendant wrote was no doubt a 
shareholder in the society, but she, like all shareholders, was bound 
to conform to the rules. Sir George Edwards (looking at the 
letter): ‘‘‘I shall be compelled to take legal proceedings.’ It means 
| I shall go to a solicitor, certainly. It does not say he is a lawyer at 
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all.’’ Ultimately the bench dismissed the charge, but granted a case. 
At the Croydon Borough Police-court on the 21st inst. John Robert 
Appleby, an agent, of Westfield-road, Croydon, was summoned by the 
Incorporated Law Society for falsely pretending to be a solicitor. Mr. 
Humpbreys, solicitor, prosecuted, and Mr. Edridge and Mr. Dennis 
defended ; the case excited a great deal of interest. The subject of the 
summons was a letter from the defendant applying for a debt to a Mr. 
Balley, of Canterbury-road. In this letter occurred the words, ‘‘I am 
desired,’’ &c., and ‘‘I shall have to take proceedings against you’’; the 
prosecution contending that this brought the defendant under the 
penalties of the Act. Mr. Edridge, on the other hand, contended that 
what had been done was what debt-collecting agents usually did, and 
that it would be straining the Act to put a penalty on the defendant. The 
bench decided that the terms of the letter did not amount to a wilful 
representation on the part of the defendant that he was a solicitor, and 
dismissed the summons. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 







Date APPEAL COURT APPEAL CouRT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
< No. 1, No. 2. Kay. CHITTY. 
Mon., Nov. 26 Mr. Rolt Mr. Godfrey Mr, Clowes Mr. Pemberton 
Tuesday ... 27 Godfrey Rolt Koe Ward 
Wednesday 28 Ward Godfrey Clowes Pemberton 
Thursday - 29 Pemberton Rolt Koe Ward 
Friday ...... Koe Godfrey Clowes Pemberton 
Sat., 1 Clowes Rolt Koe Ward 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
NORTH. STIRLING. KEKEWICH. 
Monday, Nov . 26 Mr. Lavie Mr. Leach Mr. Carrington 
Tuesday . 27 Pugh Beal Jackson 
Wednesday . 28 Lavie Leach Carrington 
Thursday . 29 Pugh Beal Jackson 
ME sssiiexe . 30 Lavie Leach Carrington 
Saturday, De 1 Pugh Beal Jackson 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE —QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION, 
MicuaEtmas Sittrncs, 1888. 


Registration Appeals.—Borough of Battersea and Clapham, Clapham 
Division—Smith v. Chandler. Borough of the City of Gloucester, Parish 
of St. John the Baptist—Jones and Othersv. Kent and Another. Borough 
of St. Pancras (South Division), Parish of St. Pancras—Hartley and Others 
v. Halse. County of Hants (New Forest Division and Parliamentary 
Borough of Christchurch), Parish of Holdenhurst—James Druitt, jun. v. 
Gossling. 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 


London Gasette.—FRIDAY, Nov. 16. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

BIRKENHEAD TRAMWAYS CO., LONTED.—Kekewich, J., has, by an order dated 
Oct 26, appointed John Sutherland Harmood Banner, 24, North Johnst, Liver- 
pool, to be official liquidator 

CHEQUE Bank, LimITED.—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 14, directed to be 
heard before Chitty, J., on Nov 24. Wood & Co., Rood lane. solors for petner 

FFaLpAv COLLIERY Uo , Lim1ITED.—By an order made by Chitty, J., dated Nov 
10, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Clarke & Co., Lincoln’s inn 
fields, solors for petners 

GASKING PATENT DRIVING BRLT AND LEATHER CO., LIMITED.—Creditors are re- 
quired, on or before Dec 4. to send their names and addresses, and the particu. 


lars of their debts or claims, to Samuel Felgate, 76, Durley rd, Amhurst pk, | 


Stamford Hill. Tuesday, Dec 18 at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicat- 
ing upon the debts and claims 

LANDORE SIEMENS STEEL Co., LIMITED.—By an order made by Chitty, J., dated 
Nov 7, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company be con- 
tinued. Few & Co., Surrey st, Strand, agents for Greenway & Bythway, Ponty- 
pool, solors for petners 

LIVERPOOL HOUSEHOLD STORES ASSOCIATION, LIMITED.~ Chitty, J., has, by an 
order dated Nov 9, appointed Thomas Theodore Rogers, 30, North John st, 
Liverpool, to be official liquidator 

NEw CHILE GOLD MINING Co, LiwiTED.—Creditors are required, on or before 
Feb 9, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to George Sneath, 44,Gresham st. Saturday, March 9at 12, is appointed 
for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

OLD GUARD MINING Co,, LInITED.— Chitty, J., has fixed Monday, Nov 26 at 12.30, 
at his chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 


COUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

VALE MILL MANUFACTURING Co., LIMITED.—By an order made by Bristowe, 
V.C., dated Oct 24, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Hanchett, 
Manchester, solor for petners 

IENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

BRITISH OAK FRIENDLY SOCIETY, Bay Horse Inn, Worsthorne, Lancaster. Nov 14 

CHURCH OF ENGLAND BENEFIT SOCIETY, National Schools, Lower Gornal, Sedg- 
ley, Stafford. Nov 13 

MANSFIBLD BENEVOLENT FUND, Improved Order of Old Friends, 59, Gt College 
st, Camden Town, Nov 12 

Stak No. 4 LOAN AND INVESTMENT SOCIETY, Queen’s Head Inn, Quarry Bank, 


Stafford. Nov 14 
London Gazette—TUESDAY, Nov. 20. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

BERNABD CLARKE, Sons, & Co., LimiTED.—By an order made by North, J., dated 
Oct 27, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company be con- 
tinued. Robinson & Co., Lincoln’s inn fields, agents for Rowlands & Co., Bir- 

solors for petner 

DEAKIN & Co » LIMITED,—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 17, directed to be 
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heard before North, J., on Saturday, Dec1. Burgoyne & Co., Wood st, Cheap- 
side, solors for petner 
Drynas DINLLE Hortat Co., LimitEp.—By an order made by Stirling, J.. dated 
Nov 3, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Indermaur & Brown, 
Chancery lane, agents for Roberts, Carnarvon, solor for petners 
| F. J. BesLtey & Co., Lim1TeEp.—By an order made by Stirling, J., dated Nov 10, it 
was ordered that the company be wound up. Morse & Simpson, Copthall 
bldgs, solors for petner 
INDIAN, KINGSTON, AND SANDHURST GOLD Min1nG Co , LIMITED.—Chitty, J., has, 
by an order dated Nov 7, appointed John Francis Clarke, 41, Coleman st, to be 
official liquidator 
ORIENTAL LACE AND EMBROIDERY MANUFACTURING CO., LIMITED.—Creditors are 
required, on or before Dec 31, to send their names and addresses. and the 
yarticulars of their debts or claims, to Thomas Leman, 29, New Bridge st, 
Monday. Jan 28, at 11, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the 
debts and claims 
UNI1T8#&D SEWING MACHINE Co., Lru1TED.—Chitty, J., has fixed Thursday, Nov 29, 
at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 
COUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER, 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
JOHORE TIN STREAMING Co., LIMITED.—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 16, 
directed to be heard at St. George’s Hall, Liverpool, on ursday, Nov 29, 
Morris, Liverpool, solor for petner 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day oF CLAIM. 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Nov. 6. : 

PHELPS, WILLIAM, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer. Dec 6. Armitage v Phelps, 
North, J. Hind, Nottingham R 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Nov. 9. 

BovursoT, EpovaRD CLAUDE HEngI, Hart st, E.C., Wine Merchant. Dec 3, 

| Boursot v Boursot, North, J. Tatham, Queen Victoria st _ 

| ROBERTS, JOSEPH EpMoNDSON, Welwick in Holderness, York, Yeoman. Dec 6, 

| Eurnham v Thompson, Stirling, J. Hill, Bedford row 

London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Nov. 13. 

| NicHoLAS, ALBERT, Devonport, Retired Lieut -Colonel, Dec 8 Hawke vy 
Roberts, North, J, Gill, gn ; 

NOTTINGHAM, THomas, Ufford, Nort geen, Farmer. Dec 3. Bailey v Not- 
tingham, Kay, J. Phillips, Stamforc ; 

SmiTH, CHABLEs, Brixton rd, Gent. Dec13. Robson v Tidy, Chitty, J. Lydall, 
John st, Bedford row 

London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Nov. 20. 
| Lock, CHARLES, St Leonards on Sea, Whitesmith. Dec 14, Freemanv Dowsett, 
} Chitty, J. Meadows, Hastings 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day OF CLAM. 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Nov. 6. 

ATEIN, Sorni1a GUEST, Hamptonin Arden. Dec15, Frost, Birmingham 
a, germ, Christopher’s Elms rd, Clapham. Nov 3). Stott & Co, 

Rochdale 
BEADON, WILLIAM. King’s Heath, Worcester, Milkman and Farmer, Nov 15. 

Buller & Co, Birmingham : 
BREWIS. Percy Rospert, Hyde Park Mansions, Esq. Jané. Lumley & Lumley, 

Old Jewry chmbrs 
BriaGs, Sir THomas GRAHAM, Briggs Dayrell, Christchurch,Island of Barbadoes, 
| art. Dec 26. Hollams & Co, Mincing lane 
| Burns, FELIx, Stamford rd, Fulham. Dec 8. Digby, Coleman st 
| FIELD, Puriiuirpa, High st, lhame, Oxford. Dec 18. Field & Co, Liverpool 
GEE, RALPH, Albert terr, Chorlton cum Hardy, Gent. Decl. Weston & Co, 


Manchester ri F 
Hakzt, Jonuy, Abercromby sq, Liverpool, Gent. Dec 21. Toulmin & Co, Liver- 
| 





| poo $ 
Henpy, Lavra, Frome Selwood, Somerset. Dec 1. Mann & Rodway, Trow- 
bridge 
| HENZELL, RopERT BRoOTHERICK, Linskill terr, North Shields, Printer and 
| Stationer. Dec i5. R. & R F. Kidd, North Shields 
Hopper, JOHN, Newcastle — Tyne, Coalowner. Dec 20. Wilkinson & Mar- 
} shall. Newcastle upon Tyne ' 
| HOBDEN, WILLIAM, Buxted, Farmer. Dec. 20. Hillman, Lewes 
Hyman, Lewis, Cornwall st, Plymouth, Jeweller. Dec. 8, Adams, Plymouth 


| JaAcKson, RICHARD, Noble st, Bedford, Lancaster, retired Mill Manager. Noy 24 

Widdows, Leigh, Lancs 

| LEE, ~, meaeny st, Birmingham, Brush Manufacturer. Dec 10. Thomas, 

} 3irmingham = 

Raney, Fass, Medina villas, Hove, Brighton, Esq. Dec 3. Kearsey & Co, 
O ewry 

MaARrsH, LEWIN, Seagry, Wilts, Baker. Nov 35. Clark & Smith, Malmesbury 

McCartuy, DANIEL, Cambridge st, Warwick sq, E3q. Dec 10. Hicks & Son, 
Gray’s inn sq : ‘ 

MAWDSLEY, WILLIAM FALENER, Waterloo, Lancaster,Gent. Dec 21. Toulmin & 
Co, Liverpool ; : : 

MILNER, THOMAS, Wigan, Jeweller. 1)ec17. Darlington & Sons, Wigan 

NEWMAN, Marta, Clarendon rd, Norwich. Deci. Cole, Norwich 


a ELLEN HENRIETTA, St Stephen’s rd, Bayswater. Dec 1. Norton, 
ungay 
PARSONS, EDWARD, Central Meat Market, London, Meat Salesman. Dec 5. 
| Hubberd, London Joint Stock Bank chmbrs 
| REYNOLDS, NOAH, Blofield, Norfolk, Farmer. Dec1. Cole, Norwich 
; ROBERTS, FREDERICK J AMES, Church lane, Aston, nr Birmingham, Parish Clerk 
j Dec 24. King & Ludlow, Birmingham 

SERGEANT, RICHARD, Bury New rd, Manchester, Carriage Builder. Dec1, Han- 
| kinson & Son, Manchester 
TAYLOR, MArGaRET, Le Sentinelle Bagno a Ripoli, Italy. Dec 3i. Shaen & Co, 
| Bedford row 
| TURNER, JOHN, Sweetman st, Wolverhampton, Bricklayer. Nov 30. Shelton & 
| Co, Wolverhampton 
VICEERS, FREDERICE, Prince of Wales terr, Scarborough, Steel Manufacturer. 

Jani. Vickers & Co, Sheffield 





| WALKER, JOHN, Southfields, Wandsworth, Engineer. Dec7. Rowell & Lomas, 
| Rickmansworth E 
a JACKSON, the Close, Biggleswade, Esq. Aug3. Hooper & Co, 
gleswade 
‘Woop, OBERT MygkS, Birmingham, Solicitor. Nov3. Wood & Co, Birmiog- 
am 
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Lonion Gazette. —FRIDAY, Nov 9. 


AMPHLETT, WILLIAM, Merstowe Green, parish of Saint Lawrence, Worcester, 
Gent. Dec 31. Eades & Son. the Abbey, Evesham 

BAILEY, Epwarp, Leigham Court rd, Streatham, Esq. Dec14. Baileys & Co, 
Berners st 

BIRD, rane, tee, Stonehouse, Gloucester, Farmer. Dec 24. Witchell & 
Sona, Strou 

BiLunn, WILLIAM, Kilnhurst, York, Gent. Dec 17. Wragg, Rotherham 


BoRRILL, JOHN, Louth, Lincoln, Gent, Dec 12. Stephenson, Hull 


CARTER, THOMAS, Hernhill, nr Faversham, Esq. Dec 8. Plummer & Fielding, 
Canterbury 


CoLes. WILLIAM, Birchfield, Handsworth, Stafford, Gent. Dec 6. Mitchell & 
Willmott, Birmingham 
Davies, THOMAS HENRY, Hoyston Hall, Pembroke, Esq. Deci2. Wilde & Co, 


College hill 

DELAMAIN, SUSAN SARAH CHRISTINA, St Asaph, Flint. Dec 17. Farrer & Co., 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

FLooD, ANN, Shobrooke, Devon. Nov 30. Searle, Crediton 

FOREMAN, EDWARD, Trowbridge, Wilts, Engineer. Dec 8. 
Trowbridge 

Harpy, Rev JOHN FREDERIC, Cambridge. Jan8. Whitehead, Cambrigde 

HARTRIDGE, ExvizA, High rd, Sidcup, Kent. Dec 31. Carpenter & Sons, Laurence 
Pountney lane 

HATTERSLEY, WILLIAM Henry, South Lambeth rd, Esq. 

incent sq 

HELMORE, FREDERICK, Crediton, Devon, Auctioneer. Nov. 30. Searle, Crediton 

Hoskins, THOMAS, Midsomer Norton, Somerset. Dec 31. Wilton, Bath 

JAMES, CHARLES JAMES, Camden rd, St Pancras, Gent. Jan 9. Thompson & 
Groom, Raymond buildings 

KERR, WALTER MONTAGUE, Travellers’ Club, Pall Mall, Esq, Dec 8. Frere & Co, 
Lincoln’s inn 

VINCENT, JAMES, Shipley, Sussex, Farmer. Dec12. Coole, Horsham 

MACLEAN, SEPTIMUS, Gayton rd, Harrow on the Hill, Esq. Dec 17. Bowden, 
Laurence Poutney hill 

MARTIN, LESLIE, Oatlands, Castleknock, Dublin, Captain in Her Majesty's 12th 

toyal Lancers. Dec3!. Stenniog, Tonbridge 
MAkrTIN, WILLIAM, Dryhill Park, Tonbridge, Esq. Dec 31. Stenning, Tonbridge 


MAUNDRELL, HERBERT EDWARD, Wootton Bassett, Wilts, Farmer. Jan 1. 
Townsend & Jones, Swindon 
PHELPS, SARAH, Castle st East, Oxford st. Dec10. Algar, Abchurch lane 


PLILLIPs, MARSHALL. York st, Hulme, Lancaster, Licensed Victualler. Jan 1. 
Almond, Manchester 

SHERWOOD, JOSEPH, Westbourne terr, Esq. 
Victoria st 

SINCLAIR, ANN CATHERINE, Manor cottages, Holloway. Dec 22, Patey & Warren, 
London wall 

SMELT, MARY ANNE, Cheltenham, Deci1. Smelt, Chancery lane 


woreme, ome Mary, Bardolph rd, Holloway. Dec 8. Hopgood & Co, White- 


Mann & Rodway, 


Dec 10. Draper, 


Dec 21. Pattison & Co, Queen 


ail p 

STOCKER, JOHN WILLIAM, Brighton rd, Sutton. Dec 20. Batham, Fowke’s 
buildings 

YounG, GEORGE, Larkhall rise, Esq. Dec 10. Draper, Vincent sq 


WARNING TO INTENDING HOUSE PURCHASERS AND LE-SEES. —Before purchasing 
or renting a house have the Sanitary arrangements th roughly examined by an 
expert from TheSanitary Engineering & Ventilation ©v., 115, Victoria-st., West- 
mirster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventila ion of Offices, &c.—[ ADVT.] 


STAMMERERS AND STUTTERERS should read a little book by Mr. B. BEASLEY, 
Baron’s-court-house, W. Kensington, London. Price 13 stamps. The author, after 
suffering nearly 40 years, cured himself by a method entirely his own.—[ADVT.] 





BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette—FRIDAY, Nov. 16. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ARKELL, HoRATIO, Drybrook, Gloucestershire, Clerk Gloucester Pet Oct 31 
Ord Nov 10 


BAKER, RICHARD, Cross lane, E.C., Agent High Court Pet Oct 26 Ord Nov 13 

BRERETON, AUSTIN, Barnard’s inn, E.C., Dramatic Critic High Court Pet Nov 
12 Ord Nov 12 ’ 5 

Raows, anes SHIPLEY, Birstal, Yorks, Hay Dealer Dewsbury Pet Nov 12 
Ord Nov 12 

CaUsEBR, WILLIAM GEORGE, Handsworth, Engineer Birmingham Pet Nov 12 


rd Nov 12 
CooPER, PETER, Wincle, Cheshire, Farmer Macclesfield Pet Nov 13 Ord 
Nov 13 
CoRNICK, SAMUEL CHARLES CHURCHILL, Ashford, Hothouse Fruit Grower 
Kingston, Surrey Pet Nov1i2 Ord Nov 12 
Dawson, GEORGE, Rotherham, out of business Sheffield Pet Nov 12 Ord 


Nov 12 
re Tuomas, Llanarth, Cardigan, Farmer Aberystwith Pet Oct19 Ord 


No 

ETTWELL, arene, West Winterslow, Wilts, Innkeeper Salisbury Pet Nov 3 
Ord Nov 10 

Gipson, WILLIAM, Sheffield, Bootmaker Sheffield Pet Nov13 Ord Nov 13 


Hacenes, Harry EvGENE, Gorton, Lancs, Surgeon Manchester Pet Nov 12 
rd Nov 12 
HANDSCOMB ALFRED JAMES, Aspley Guise, Bedford, Nurseryman Luton Pet 
Novi2 Ord Nov 12 
Hastie. TPetAmD, Chapel en le Frith, Derby, Farmer Stockport Pet Nov 14 
rc ov 14 
HEPWORTH, LUKE, Wakefield, Tobacconist Wakefield Pet Nov12 Ord Nov 12 
HIND, Amen, EDWARD, Maidstone rd, Chatham, Grocer Rochester Pet Nov 
12 Urd Nov 12 
Hopkins, ARTHUR, Exeter, Confectioner Exeter Pet Novi2 Ord Nov 12 
onsen, Gone, Ryton, Durham, Farmer Newcastle on Tyne Pet Nov 13 
rd Nov 13 
JOHN, DAviID, Aberdare, Blacksmith Aberdare Pet Nov12 Ord Nov12 
JONES, FREDERICK G. W., Aldershot, Lieutenant Guildford and Godalming 
_ Pet Sept 21 Ord Nov 10 
KirkHAM, WILLIAM, Gt Yarmouth, Coal Merchant Gt Yarmouth Pet Nov 13 


Ord Nov 13 
LupiaM, WitLiam, Windhill, Yorks, Licensed Victualler Bradford Pet Nov 14 
Ord Nov 14 








Lunn, sum, Bridgegate, Milnsbridge, Labourer Huddersfield Pet Nov 10 
r ov 10 
McIuGHLIN, GEORGE Henry, Olid Broad st, Stockbroker High Court Pet 


Novi3 Ord Nov 13 
MILLMAN, THOMAS ANDREW, Plymouth, Boot Manufacturer East Stonehouse 


> Pet Novi12 Ord Nov 12 
NUTBEAN, EBENEZER MATTHEW, Devonport, Upholsterer East Stonehouse Pet 


Nov 14 Ord Nov 14 
Gennes, Teneeeen, Fakenham, Norfolk, Fishmonger Norwich Pet Nov 14 
rd Nov 14 
PaGE, EpwIy, Salford, Publican Salford Pet Novi2 Ord Nov 12 
PHILP, HENRY GEORGE, Brighton, Bicycle Manufacturer Brighton Pet Nov 12 


Ord Nov 12 
PLUMPTON, GEORGE, Louth, Peulterer GtGrimsby Pet Nov12 Ord Nov 12 


RUSSELL, Dav. St John’s rd, Burgess hill, Horse Dealer Brighton Pet Nov 
14 Ord Nov 14 

Ruane, a ARTHUR, Odell, Bedfordshire, Farmer Bedford Pet Nov 14 
rd Nov 14 

SILLs, JOHN Savt, Boston, Lines, Solicitor Boston Pet Oct29 Ord Nov 14 

Srupson, THOMAS PARTRIDGE, Wigan, Milliner Wigan Pet Novi4 Ord Nov 14 

= HAkgkryY, Broadwater, Sussex, Bricklayer Brighton Pet Novi2 Ord 
ro ae 


NOV 12 
SmiTH. CHARLES HENRY, Tollesbury, Essex, Miller Colchester Pet Novi2 Ord 
ov 12 
eartete - Porlock, Somersetshire, Innkeeper Taunton Pet Nov 3 Ord 
Yov 1 


Nov 14 
SoLomon, HENRY, jun, Gravesend, Custom house Officer Rochester Pet Nov 
1 b 


8 Ord Nov 13 

7, Lawes, Cwmaman, Glamorganshire, Tailor Aberdare Pet Nov 13 
rd Nov 13 

THOMPSON, JAMES WILLIAM, Kingston upon Hull, Joiner 
Pet Nov12 Ord Nov 12 ° 

Waxerous, a Hopson, Blackburn, Lancs, Acton Blackburn Pet Nov 
12 Ord Nov 12 

WEBB, Joun, Newcastle under Lyme, Commercial Traveller Hanley, Burslem, 
and Tunstall Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 14 

Waraggees, Tuomas, Coleford, Glos, Grocer Newport, Mon Pet Nov 13 Ord 

Yov 13 


Kingston upon Hull 


WRIGHTSON, FRANCES, Woodhall Spa, Lincs, Lodging house Keeper Lincoln 
Pet Nov12 Ord Nov 12 

ZELLER, WILLIAM, Darlington, Butcher Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough 
Pet Nov12 Ord Nov 12 
The following amended notice is substituted for that published in the 

London Gazette, Oct 16. 

BARKER, CATHERINE, Gateshead, Cart Proprietor Newcastle on Tyne Pet Oct 
13 Ord Oct 13 
The following amended notice is substituted for that published in the 

London Gazette of Nov. 13. 

OLLIVER, ELIZABETH ANN SELBY, Tamworth, Warwickshire Birmingham Pet 

July 28 Ord Nov8 


FIRST MEETINGS, 


BAMBRIDGE, WILLIAM HENRY, King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Boot Factor Nov 24at1 
Otf Rec, 8, King st, Norwic 

Bisuor, Harry. Aston-juxta- Birmingham, Builder 
row, Birmingham 

BLINMaM, SAMUEL, Dundry, Somersetshire, Farmer Nov 23 at 12.30 Off Kec, 
Bank chmbrs, Bristol 

Bureza, A a EDWARD, Wednesbury, Builder Nov 26 at 10.45 Off Rec, 

alsa 

CaRTER, JOHN, Plaistow, Butcher Nov 23 at 2.20 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Cooper, PETER, Wincle, Cheshire, Farmer Nov 27 at 11 Off Rec, 23, King 
Edward st, Macclestield : ; 

COVINGTON, JOSEPH RicHakD, Collingwood st, Blackfriars, Omnibus Proprietor, 
Nov 23 at12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn / 

CurPrER, JOHN, Ombersley, Worcestershire, Labourer Ott Rec, 

V orcester 


Nov 27 at 11 25, Colmore 


Nov 24 at 10.45 


| Darby, GEORGE, Blackheath, Staffordshire, Grocer Nov 23at10 Dudley Arms 


Hotel, —-_ i 

Daseys. r. AMES, Witheridge, Devon, Builder Nov 24 at 12 Railway Hotel, 
“xeter 

DYKE, GEORGE, Porthywaen, nr Oswestry, Licensed Victualler Dec 4 at 1.20 
County Hell Wrexham ' 

Errwas.| SSaPEaa, West Winterslow, Wilts, Innkeeper Nov 2tati1 Off Rec, 
Salisbury 

GEAKE, WILLIAM RicHarD, Gt Yarmouth, no occupation Nov 24at12 Off Rec, 
8, King st, Norwich 

HAMICTON, JOHN JAMES, and ELLEN HAMILTON, Manchester, Milliners Nov 23 
at 11.30 Off Rec, Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Barwon.) Lom, Wakefield, out of business Nov 23atit Off Rec, Bond terr, 

akefie 

HERAPATH, SPENCER JOHN, and A. F. DELMAR, Drapers’ gardens, Stock Brokers 
Nov 26 at 12 ——— bidngs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

HInp. ARTHUR EDWARD, Maidstone rd, Chatham, Grocer Nov 26 at 11.30 Off 
Rec, High st, Rochester 

Hooton, ALFRED Tuomas, Eglinton rd, Bow, out of business Nov 23 atii 33, 
Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Hopkins, Exeter, Uonfectioner Nov 26at11 Off Rec, 13, Bedford cir- 
cus, Exeter 

Hows, Tuomas Hesworg, Broadstairs Nov 24 at 12 Bankruptcy bidngs, 
Lincoln’s inn ; 

Hupson, HENRY, Ryton, Durham, Farmer Nov 27 at 2.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, 
Newcastle on Tyne E 

JONES, ELLEN, Pwllheli, Carnarvon, Licensed Victualler Nov 23 at 11.30 Bank- 
ruptcy Office, Crypt chmbrs, Chester A 

JONES, WILLIAM WILLIAM, Bettws y Coed, Carnarvon, Grocer Nov 23 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy Office, Crypt chmbrs, Chester 

JORDAN, FREDERICK POYNER, Newport, Tailor Nov 26 at 2 Off Rec, Whitehall 
cbmbrs, 25, Colmore row, peg 

KiNG, FRANKLIN SYDNEY, Billiter sq, Builder Nov 23 at 12 Bankruptcy bidngs, 
Portugal st, Lincoln’s inns fields 

LuNN, ALLEN, Bridgegate, Milnsbridge, Labourer Nov 24 atit Haigh & Sons, 
Solicitors, New st, Huddersfield 

hton, nr Guildford, Brickmaker Nov 26 at ll 

, Guildford, reg 

Moore, MaRTHA, Clarendon st, Leamington, Milliner Nov 2iat 11.15 Off Rec, 
17, Hertford st, Coventry ss 

MOORE, aaa, Birmingham, out oi business Nov 29 at 11 25, Colmore row, 
Birmi am 

Moss, JoHN CHARLES, Leeds, Brushmaker Nov 2éat12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 


Murrow, Harry, Glastonbury, Saddler Nov 22 at 2.30 George Hotel, Glaston- 


bu 
Paow, Joaura, Yreet st, Quilt Manufacturer Nov 23 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
incoln’s inn 
Pitcuek, THOMAS, Elham, Kent, Wheelwright Nov 23 at 11.30 45, St George’s 
st, Canterbury 
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SMITH, CHARLES HENRY, Tollesbury, Essex, Miller Nov 27 at 10.15 Tow nhall, | | WRIGHTSON, Frances, Woodhall Spa, Lincolnshire, Lodging House Keeper 


Colchester 
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Lincoln Pet Novi2 Ord Novi 


SoLomon, HENRY, jun, Soave send, Custom House Officer Nov 27 at 11.30 Off | | WycHE, Witrram, Crowland, Lincs, “Farmer Peterborough Pet Oct 31 Ord 


Rec. High st, Rochest 

SPIEGEL, FELIX, Bradford, Ww oollen Merchant Nov 26at11 Off Rec, 31, Manor 
row, Bradford 

TAYLOk, Lu KE, Whitehaven, Grocer Novy 23 at3.15 67, Duke st, Whitehaven 


TOMLINSON, BENJAMIN, Leicester, Commission Agent Nov 26 at 12.30 Off Rec, 
28, Friar lane, Leicester 

TvuckER, DANIEL Poruam, Wolverhampton out of occupation Dec 3at12 Off 
Rec, Wolverhampton 

TUKE, GEORGE Tuomas, Leeds, Hay Merchant Nov 26ati11 Off Rec, 22, Park 

: row, Leeds 

VINEs, — CHARLES, Odiham, Hampshire, Auctioneer Nov 27 at 2.30 Off 

w . 4, Sng st, Southampton 

HITE. JOHN, Cosheston. Pembrokeshire, Farmer Nov 23 at12 Temperance 

Hall, Pembroke Dock si a 

WHiTE, MATTHEW WiLLiAM, Red Lion st, Clerkenwell, Silversmith Nov 23 at 
12° 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Warrwoats. FRANK H.,, Sheffield, Accountant Nov 27 at 3 Off Rec, Figtree 
lane, Sheftield 

Wines JOHN LOWTHER, Bristol, Commercial Traveller Nov 28 at 12 Off 
Rec. Bank chbrs, Bristol 

WYcHE, WILLIAM, Crowland, Lincolnshire, Farmer Dec 5 at 12 White Hart 
Hotel, Spalding _ 

YOuNG, CHARLES, Nottingham, out of business Nov 23 at 11 Off Rec, High 
pavement, Nottingham 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


BARRATT, WILLIAM, Birmingham, Jet Ornament Manufacturer Birmingham 
Pet Oct 13 Ord Nov 14 
BARTLbIT, ANN E., Ramsgate Canterbury Pet Feb16 Ord Nov 14 
BARTLETT, RIcHARD J., Ramsgate Canterbury Pet Feb15 Ord Nov 14 
me JOSEPH, Stockport, Candlewick Spinner Stockport Pet Oct29 Ord 
ov 15 
Cc a JAMES, Newton Abbot, Devon, Printer Exeter Pet Oct 19 Ord 


3 
Coorsn, "PETER, Wincle, Cheshire, Farmer Macclesfield Pet Nov 13 Ord 


ov 

DAVIES, EDWARD GEORGE, jun, Mochdre, Mont, Warehouseman Newtown Pet 
Oct 23 Ord Nov 10 

DAWSON, GEORGE, Rotherham, Yorks, out of business Sheffield Pet Nov 12 
Ord Nov 12 


DENNER, —— Witheridge, Devon, Builder Barnstaple Pet Aug 14 Ord | 


No 
Dowwutt. _- BERNARD, Newcastle on Tyne, Perfumer Newcastle on Tyne | 


Pet "Aug 21 Ord Novy 13 
eae omy HEN, West Winterslow, Wilts, Innkeeper Salisbury Pet Nov 3 
NOV 14 


HACKETT, HARRY EUGENE, Gorton, Lancs, Surgeon Manchester Pet Nov 12 | 


H Ord x ov 12 
ARTLE, ROWLAND, oe el en le Frith, Derbyshire, F: or § *kpor . 
lege og Te I erbyshire, Farmer Stockport Pet 
ees, Ae KE, Wakefield, Yorks, Tobacconist Wakeficld Pet Nov 12 Ord | 
ov 1: 
Honss, HENRY =, Warlock rd, Paddington, Builder High Court Pet Sept 26 
rd Nov 1 
HOMER Tmonas 7 Quarry Bank, Staffs, Bricklay 8 i Pe 
peg wt i ricklayer Stourbridge Pet 
Hore, THOMAS JOHN, Eaastows rd, Camden sq, Wheelwright High Court Pet 
Novi Ord Nov 14 
HorpkIns, ARTHUR, Exeter, Confectioner Exeter Pet Nov5 Ord Nov 12 


uanes, 3 HENRY, Ryton, Durham, Farmer Newcastle on Tyne PetNovi13 Ord 


HvuLM, qasnes HERBERT, Darlin onrd,8ts 
Badan oun et “ tephen’ssq, Bayswater High Court 
JOHN, DAVID, Aberdare, Blacksmith Aberdare Pet Nov12 Ord Nov 12 


Misemady, WV rssA0, Gt Yarmouth, Coal Merchant Gt Yarmouth Pet Nov 13 

c Oo 

LovE, ponee Coun, Tuntelige Wells, Builder Tunbiidge Wells Pet Nov 3 

rad Nov lk 

LUDLAM, WILLIAM, Windhill, Yorks, Licensed Victualler Bradford Pet Nov 14 
Ord Nov 14 

Lumm, Asan, Mansbridge, nr Huddersfield, Labourer Huddersfield Pet Nov 

ovi 
McLOUGHLIN, GEORGE HENRY, Old Broad st, § 1 > J 
* Nov 1% ‘Ord Nov 13 oad st, Stockbroker High Court Pet 
ILLMAN, THOMAS ANDREW, Devonport, B E y f » e 

argh gee oe i pig port, Boot Manufacturer East Stonchouse 

MOoorRE, MARTHA, pete al Milliner Warwick Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 14 

MorGAN, GEORGE JOSEPH, Canterbury rd, Kilb i Your 
ees, o y Ailburn, Boot Dealer High Court 

PaGs, EpDW1y, Salford, Publican Salford Pet Novi2 Ord Nov 12 

Pup, HENRY GEORGE, Brighton, Bicycle Manufacture 

a a Nov - > y' anufacturer Brighton Pet Nov 12 

RIUGAL, JOAQUIM DE ALMEIDA, Gt George st, C any i 

io dee tens i eorge st, Company Promoter High 

PLUMPTON, GEORGE, Louth, Poulterer GtGrimsby Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 12 


oa, GEORGE, Brierley hill, Staffordshire, Ironmonger Stourbridge Pet Oct 


Ord Nov 12 
SKINNER, ae, Broadwater, Sussex, Bricklayer Brighton Pet Novi2 Ord 
Cay Seats HEnRY, Tollesbury, Essex, Miller Colchester Pet Nov12 Ord 


en, aoe Wuire, Hedingham, Essex, Farmer Colchester Pet Sept 22 Ord 


SOLOMON, HENRY, jun, Cobham st, Gr: D s ste 
Sy me agers avesend, Custom house Officer Rochester 
STEANE, WILLIAM, Coventry, Grocer Coventry Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 12 
Taomes, Laws, Cwmaman, Glamorganshire, Tailor Aberdare PetNov13 Ord 
ae edi meh Kingston upon Hull, Joiner Kingston upon Hull 
Wangyems, HALDANE oveon, Blackburn, Actor Blackburn Pet Novi2 Ord 
Wana, aa Bradford, Wife of Samuel Ward Bradford Pet Oct27 Ord 


Wane. <8 JOHN, Stoneleigh, Warwickshire, Farmer Coventry Pet Oct 26 Ord 


WATSON Jou, and Ronert J v y 
2 Pet da 25 bi ae AMIESON, Didsbury, Ironmongers Stockport 
BBB, JOHN, Newcastle under L’ } . y 2 
ee eae gun - Lome, Seeman Iraveller Hanley, Burslem, 
WHITE, yas Cosheston, Pembrokeshire, Farmer Pembroke Dock Pet Nov7 





Nov1 
ZELLER, Wit IAM. Darlington, Butcher Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough 


Pet Novi2 Ord Nov 12 
The following amended notice is substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette, Oct. 30, 
ILD, ALBBAHAM KENWORTHY, Lees, Lancs, Sand Dealer Ashton under Lyne 
and Stalybridge Pet Oct 27 or 1 Oct 27 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
CANN, FREDERICK, Bridgnorth, Salop, Veterinary Surgeon Madeley, Shropshire 
Adjud Nov 18, 18:7. Annul Nov 14 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Nov. 20. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

BAINBRIDGE, JOHN ANDREWS, Durham, Refreshment Room Keeper Durham 
Pet Nov1z7 Ord Novi17 

BALL, HENRY JAMES, Sinclair rd, Hammersmith, Clerk High Court Pet Noy 
15 Ord Nov 15 

BARNES, GEORGE WILLIAM, Osnaburgh st, Regent’s pk, Butcher High Court 
Pet Nov15 Ord Nov 15 

Barry, FREDERICK BOOTH, Coventry, Registration Agent Coventry Pet Nov 
16 Ord Nov 16 

Branson, EDWIN WIL ~ Barnsley, Yorks, Insurance Agent Barnsley Pet 
Novi7 Ord Nov1 

BROOKES, JAMES ANDREW, Leicester, Tailor Leicester Pet Nov 14 Ord Novit 


Bunce, Henry, Barnsley, Yorks, Innkeeper Barnsley Pet Nov ié Ord 
Nov 16 
BURTON, GEORGE ARTHUR, Leeds, Mungo Merchant Leeds Pet Nov 15 Ord 


NOV Io 
CLARK, JOHN, Plasmar), nr Swansea, Baker Swansea Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 16 


| CooPER, HENRY, Birmingham, out of business Wolverhampton Pet ov 14 


Ord Nov 16 f 

CORDON, 7 ee Nottingham, out of business Nottingham Pet Nov 14 
Ord Nov 14 

| COPE. | JOHN SmitTH, Brockley, Kent, Gent Greenwich Pet Oct 26 Ord 

ov 13 

CouLiInG, THOMAS CHARLES, Wetheral, Cumberland, Hotel Keeper Carlisle Pet 
Novié Ord Nov 16 

iF ae > wae IAM, St James st, Provision Dealer High Court Pet Nové Ord 


| GASKIN, OMAR LES, East Dereham, Norfolk, Seedsman Norwich Pet Nov 17 Ord 


Nov 17 
GOLDTHORPE, ALFRED, Staincross, ur Barnsley, Yorks, Farmer Barnsley Pet 
Nov 16 Ord Nov 16 
HANDs, WILLIAM CHARLES, Norwich, Jeweller Norwich Pet Nov8 Ord Nov 16 
HALL, WittiaM Ricuarp, Long Eaton, Derbyshire, Hairdresser Derby Pet 
ov14 Ord Nov 14 
HARRIS, RICHARD, Swansea, Grocer Swansea Pet Novi6 Ord Novy 16 
| Hotpsworrn, Tuomas, Birstal, Yorks, Joiner Bradford Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 14 


HOWARD, sisaros CLARK, Olapham rd, Lambeth, Surgeon High Court Pet Nov 
15 Ord Nov 15 

MACMILLAN, COLIN, Nottingham, Surgeon Nottingham Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 14 

MALVERN, ELEANOR, Cheltenham, Brush Seller Cheltenham Pet Novi5 Ord 
Nov 15 

MILLER, JOHN LIVINGSTONE, Newcastle on Tyne, Builder -Newcastle on Tyne 
Pet Nov 2 Ord Nov 15 

MorzIs, RICHARD, Ebbw Vale, Mon, Grocer Tredegar Pet Novié Ord Novi6 


aontom, Tuomas, Wakefield, Yorks, Blacksmith Wakefield Pet Nov15 Ord 


15 
NuxN, FRANK JAMES Ropgr, Caergwrile, Flintshire, Brewer Wrexham Pet 
Novié Ord Nov 16 
Cured, a K JOSEPH, Leicester, Coal Dealer Leicester Pet Nov 15 Ord 


PACKER, HENRY, St George, Glos, Butcher Bristol Pet Nov15 Ord Nov 15 
rae, ee, Garforth, Yorks, Butcher Wakefield Pet Nov 16 Ord 


Rowson, ‘Jeun, Gt Grimsby, Cabinet Maker Gt Grimsby Pet Nov 15 Ord 
Sc maa PAULINE, South Kensington, Spinster High Court Pet Oct26 Ord 
Seackn, Quanta, Northwood, I.W., Farmer Newportand Ryde Pet Nov 15 
SHARPE, es Old Bailey, Glass Merchant High Court Pet June 20 Ord 


ovi 
SL ATE, ART IUR, Nottingham, Baker Nottingham Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 14 


Siru, Isaac, Frizington, Cumberland, Farmer Whitehaven Pet Novi5 Ord 
Nov 16 
TALBOT, BENJAMIN, and BENJAMIN SaaaOe, jun, Wellington, Salop, Ironmasters 
Madeley Pet Nov15 Pet Nov 
UNswoRrTH, CHARLES, Gt Lever, pao Ginger Beer Manufacturer Bolton Pet 
Nov15 Ord Nov 15 ’ 
Woop, JoHN, Burniey, Farmer Burnley Pet Novi7 Ord Nov 17 
The following amended notice is substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Nov. 6. 
TUCKER, DANIEL PorpHAM, Wolverhampton, out of occupation Wolverhampton 
Pet Novi Ord Novi 
The following amended notice is substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Nov. 9. 
J OnDAy FREDERICK PoYNER, Newport, Mon, Tailor Newport,Mon Pet Nov7 
Yov7 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


ARKELL, HoraAtTIO, Drybrook, Gloucester, Clerk Nov 27 at 12 Off Rec, Albion 
chmbrs, King st, Gloucester 

BENNETT, JOSEPH, Stockport, Candlewick Spinner Nov 28 at 11.30 Off Rec, 
County chmbrs, Market pl, Stockport 

BERRY, JAMES, Manchester, Nurseryman Nov 29 at 11.30 Of Rec, Ogden’s 
chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

BESWICK, GEORGE WILLIAM DaRgzY, Old Burlington st, Gent Nov 27 at 2.30 
33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

BowLEs, GEORGE ALFRED MorsE, Leytonstone, Shorthand Writer Nov 27 at 12 

3, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
pani, JAMES ANDREW, Leicester, Tailor Nov 28 at 12.30 Off Rec, 28, Friar 


lane, Leicester 
BURLS, JOHN, Mildmay rd, b pg rene Corn Chandler Nov 27 at 11 Bank- 
al st, Lincoln’ 8 ion fields 
» Mungo Merchant Nov 27 at 2.30 Off Rec, 22, 


k row, 
CHARLTON, GEORGE, sen, King’s Norton, Worcestershire, Builder Nov 28at 11 
25, Colmore row, Birmingham 


ruptcy bldngs, Port 
eS GEORGE ARTHUR, 
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CorDON, ALEXANDER, tiie out of business Nov 27at 11 Off Rec, 1, 
High pavement, Nottingham 
CouULING, THoMAS CHARLES, Wetheral, Cumberland, Hotel Keeper Nov 29 at 
12 Off Rec, 34, Fisher st, Carlisle 
CROOKES, BROCKLESBY, Woodhall Spa, Lincs, Joiner Nov 29 at12 Off Rec, 31, 
Silver st, Lincoln 
Daws > W. mo aa HENpRY, Clerkenwell rd, Bookbinder Nov 27 at12 33, Carey st, 
incoln’s inn 
DUPRESNE, GusTAvV, and LupwiGc LuUDERs, Cornhill, Marine Brokers Nov 27 at 11 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Lincoln’s inn 
GLENIE. Games RICHARD, Strand, Confectioner Nov 28 at 12 33, Carey st, 
incoin’s lnn 
HACKETT, HARRY EUGENE, Gorton Lancs, Surgeon Nov 27 at 12 Off Rec, Ogdens’ 
chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
HALL, WILLIAM RICHARD, Long Eaton, Derbyshire, Hairdresser Nov 27 at 3 
Off Rec, 3 James’ s chbrs, Derby 
“ume, H. W., residence unknown, Clerk in Holy Orders. Nov 29 at 11 
eel. had bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 
HARTLE, ROLAND, Chapel en le Frith, Derbyshire Farmer Nov 28 at 12 Off 
Rec, County chbrs, Market pl, Stockport 
Hopss, HENRY H., Tamplin mews, Paddington, Builder Nov 28ati1 33, Carey 
st. Lincoln’s inn 
HoLDswWorRTH, THOMAS, Birstal, Yorks, Joiner Nov 28 at12 Off Rec, 31, Manor 
row. Bradford 
HOYLE, ALFRED, Leeds, Spinner Nov 27at3 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 


KIRKHAM (otherwise BLAKE), WILLI AM, Gt Yarmouth, Coal Merchant Dec 1 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 8, Kiang st, Norwic 

KNAPMAN, JAMES, Tyer st, Lambeth, Wheelwright Nov 29at11 33, Carey st, 
Lincoln’s inn 

LANGFORD, JOHN THOMAS, Orsett, Essex, Bailiff Nov 28 at 11 Shirehall, 
Chelmsford 

LUDLAM, WILLiAM, Windhill, Yorks, Licensed Victualler Nov 28atii Off Rec, 
31, ‘Manor row, Bradford 

Lyons, EpWArD, Chadwell st, Commission Agent Nov 27 at 11 33, Carey st, 
Lincoln’ sinn 

a; JOHN, Manchester, Spirit Merchant Nov29ati1 Off Rec, Ogden's 

. Bridge st, Manchester 

M tee t SESSIE H, Earlsfield, Licensed Victualler Nov 28ati2 109, Victoria 
st, Westminster 

MATHIAS, JOHN TURNOR, Cardigan, Boot Dealer Nov 28 at 2.30 Off Rec, 11, 
Quay st, Carmarthen 

MILLER, JOHN LIVINGSTON, Newcastle on Tyne, Builder Nov 20 at 2.30 Off Reo, 
tink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 

Morris, HENRY THOMAS KEbby, Eastcheap, Shi ping Agent Nov 27 at 12 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fie 

NASH, JOHN, Wardour st, Soho, Bedding Manufacturer Nov 2Sati2 33, Carey 
st, Lincoln’s inn 

NAUNTON, HERBERT CHARLES, Brockley rd, Brockley, Confectioner Nov 29 at 12 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Portugal st, Line ‘In’s inn fiel 

NokRIS, SAMUEL JAMES, Frederick terr, Denmark hill, Grocer Nov 28 at1l 33, 
Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

ORTON. FREDERICK JOSEP H, Leicester, Coal Dealer Nov 30 at 12.30 Off Rec, 28, 
Friar Jane, Leicester 

PaGE, EpwIin, Salford, Lancs, Pablican Nov 27 at 11.3) Off Rec, Ogden’s 
chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

PARKIN, pase, Garforth, Yorks, Butcher Nov 27 at11 Off Rec, Bond terr, 

akefie’ 

PHILP, HENRY GEORGE, Brighton, Bicycle Manufacturer Nov 28 at12 Off Rec, 
4, We aan bldgs. Brighton 

REED, CHARLES, Aberdare. Ironmonger Novy 29at12 Off Rec, 25, Colmore row, 


Birming 

RICHARDSON, Normanby, nr Kirbymoorside, Yorss, Farmer Nov 27 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 74, Newborough st, Scarborough 

Ronuass, JOHN, Colwyn Bay, Denbighshire, Commission Agent Nov 28 at 4 
Imperial Hotel, Colwyn Bay 

RUMBLE, ELIzaBera, Harbut rd, New Wandsworth, Widow Nov 28 at3 109, 
Victoria st, Westminster 

RUSSELL, DAVID, Burgess hill, Sussex, Horse Dealer Nov 27 at 12 Off Rec, 4, 
Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Snaame, ee ahaa I. W., Farmer Dec 1 ati11 Holyrood chmbrs, 

ewpo 

SIMPSON, ‘THOMAS PARTRIDGE, Wigan, Milliner Nov 28 at 2.30 Off Rec, Ogden’s 
chinbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

SKINNER, HARRY, Broadwater, Sussex, Bricklayer Nov 28 at 3 Off Rec, 4, 
Pavilion bldngs, Brighton 

SmiTH, Isaac, Frizington, Cumberland, Farmer Novy 29 at 2 67, Duke st, 
Whitehaven 

Snow, ANNA, Porlock, Somerset, Innkeeper Nov 29 at 2 Feathers’ Hotel, 


Mine 

TALBOT, BENJAMIN, and BENJAMIN TALBO1, the younger, Sean, Salop, 
Ironmasters Nov 30 at2 Off Rec, 2, Gokmore row. Birming 

Unewige Mg Bolton, Ginger Beer Manufacturer ‘Nov ” 2 at 11 16, 

st. nm 
wae 5 OHN, "Newcastle under Lyme, Commercial Traveller Nov 30 at 11.45 
, Newcastle under Lyme 

WI A. hy Cc: H., Cardiff, Ironmonger Nov 29 at 3 Off Rec, 25, Oolmore row, 
Birmingham 

WRIGHTSON, FRANCES, Woodhall Spa, Lincoln, Lodging-house Keeper Nov 29 at 
12 Off Ree, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 


The following amended notices are substituted = those published ia 
the London Gazette, Nov. 1 


nm Wecatant, Coventry, Grocer Nov 21 at 11 Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, 

oven 

WARDEN, JOHN, Stoneleigh, Warwick, Farmer Nov 21 at 1030 Off Rec, 17, 
Hertford st, Coventry 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
—_- HoraTI0, Drybook, Gloucestershire, Clerk Gloucester Pet Oct 27 
v7 


Ord No 
BALL, a x JAMES, Sinclair rd, Hammersmith, Clerk High Court Pet Nov 
15 Or ov 15 
——_ Witt14M HENRY, King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Boot Factor King's 
Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 15 
Bar a y GEORGE WILLIAM, Gessbargh st, Regent's pk, Butcher High Court 
Pet Nov15 Ord Novi 
BLINMAN, SAMUEL, Dundry, Somersetahire, Farmer Bristol Pet Nov 9 Ord 
Nov 15 
Downs, Aacree, & Radstock st, Battersea, Coach Builder Kidderminster Pet 
ct 16 rd Nov 17 
BRAID, ALBXANDER, and FRANCIS WILLIAM ERNEST BRAID, Manresa rd, Chelsea, 
Builders High Court Pet Sept4 Ord Nov 16 
BRANSON, EDWIN WILLIAM, Barnsley, Yorks, Insurance Agent Barnsley Pet 
Novi? Ord Nov 17 
Brown, p Ore “iensew, Lincolnshire, Corn Merchant Great Grimsby Pet Oct 
a4 re ov 14 
Buacese, saat, Barnsley, Yorks, Innkeeper Barnsley Pet Nov 16 Ord 
Nov 








BURTON, Goenen ARTHUR, Leeds, nase Merchant pare "Pet Nov 15 Ord 


CASTIGLIONE, JAMES Laan, Gray’s inn rd, Auctioneer High Curt Pet 
Aug 22’ Ord Nov 
CLARE, JOHN, Plasmarl, 4 Swansea, Baker Swansea Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 16 


Compas, A205480mR, Nottingham, out of business Nottingham Pet Nov 14 

re ov 14 

OORNICK, SAMUEL CHARLES CHURCHILL, Aieeh, Hothouse Fruit Grower 
Kingston, Surrey Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 

CouLInG, THomMAs CHARLES, Wetheral, Tonintens, Hotel Keeper Carlisle 
Pet Novi6 Ord Nov 16 

FrirTH, JAMES, Dewsbury, Grocer Dewsbury Pet Oct 30 Ord Nov 16 

GOLDTHORPE, ALFRED, Staincross, nr Barnsley, Yorks, Farmer Barasley Pet 
Novié Ord Nov 16 

Haut, Witu1amM RicHarp, Long Eaton, Derbyshire, Hair Dresser Derby Pet 
Novi4 Ord Nov 14 

Hane WILLIAM Ouantas, Norwich, Jeweller Norwich Pet Nor 8 Ord 

v17 
Hin, Autaun Epwarp, Chatham, Grocer Rochester Pet Nov 12 Ord 


Nov 14 
Hotpewours, Tuomas, Birstal, Yorks, Joiner Bradford Pet Nov 14 Ord 


Kyicut, W. H.N., Lee, Kent, Eogineer Greenwich Pet Oct4 Ord Nov 16 

Laws, EDWARD JOHN, Bath, Clothier Bath Pet Oct18 Ord Nov 16 

Mactspaape, R M, Glasgow, no occupation High Oourt Pet Sept 25 Ord 

ovt 

NUNN. Frank James Roper, Oaergwrie, Flintshire, Brewer Wrexham Pet 
Novi6 Ord Nov 16 

NUTBEAN, EBENEZER MATTHEWS, Devonport, Upholsterer Bast Stonehouse Pet 
Novi3 Ord Novis ; 

Cuneng, Tineeeert Fakenham, Norfolk, Fishmonger Norwich Pet Nov lt 

rd Nov 14 
ORTON, FREDERICK JOSEPH, Leicester, Coal Dealer Leicester Pet Novis Ord 


ov i 
oa, HeEwrey, St George, Gloucestershire, Butcher Bristol Pet Nov15 Ord 
oe. Wrezrax, Garforth, Yorks, Butcher Wakefield Pet Nov 15 Ord 


PHILLIPS, Faepantox, Reading, Builder Reading Pet Nov3 Ord Nov 13 
REED, CHARLES, Aberdare, Ironmonger Cardiff Pet Oct 30 Ord Nov 16 
Rowers. Ive Joun, Gt Grimsby, Cabinet Maker Gt Grimsby Pet Novi5 Ord 
RUMBLE, Brssere, Harbut rd, New Wandsworth, Widow Wandsworth 


Pet Oct16 Ord Nov 15 
RvussELL, David, Burgess Hill, Sussex, Horse Dealer Brighton Pet Nov 13 


Ord Nov 17 
Smira. TSAA0, Frizington, Cumberland, Farmer Whitehaven Pet Nov 15 Ord 
ov 16 


TaLpoT, BENJAMIN, and BENJAMIN TALBOT, the Younger, Wellington, Salop, 
Ironmasters Madeley Pet Novi15 Ord) 
TAYLOR. ea , Kingston upon Hull, Clerk Eecaxtce upon Hull Pet Nov9 
rd Nov 1 
ieee OSARiam, Bolton, Ginger Beer Manufacturer Bolton Pet Nov 15 
te) 


Vv 1 
vam, Lae JAMES, Surrey st, Strand, Solicitor High Court Pet Aug 23 
rr 1 
The following amended notice is substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Nov. 2, 
BARKER, Gap, Gateshead, Cart Proprietor. ‘Newcastle on Tyne Pet Oct 
13 


The following amended notice is cubetiontes for that published in the 
ndon Gazette of Nov. 9. 
coanes, Reena PoyNER, Newport, Tailor. ‘N ewport, Mon, Pet Nov7 
Or ov7 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BI 


THS. 

OARTLAND.—Nov. 14, at King’s-heath, the wife of George Howard Oartland, 
barrister-at-law, of a on ter. 

McNauauton.—Nov. 17, at lapham-park, the wife of D. Norman McNaughton, 
barrister-at-law, of a son 

MONTGOMERIE.—Nov. 16, at Cromwell-place, 8.W., the wife of F. Montgomerie , 
barrister-at-law, of a son. 

WALLACE. — Nov. 17, at Noxiend-oquare, W., the wife of George Wallace, 
barrister-at-law, of a daughte 

MARRIAGES. 


GILL—PINHORNE.— Nov. 20, at George’ - iil ok Eienoveroquete © the Rev. 
H. Stanton, M.A., Thomas Josep! salir, to Julia 
Georgiana Florence, second daughter of ft fe Pay. Goo nmiey Pin- 
horns, a o. ohn’s College, Cambridge, Vicar of St. Johes 8, kermat, 
PARKEA - ~ —Oct. 10, Arthur Ja) Parker, of Stone-buildings. barrister- 
at-law, to Eleanor Adelaide me A a aoag ter of the late H. B. Borat. 


FisHER.—Nov. 17, at Guiiterd, Wiltiea Richard Fisher, of Lincoln’s-inn, 
barrister-at law, aged 64 
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Special Departments for Stationery and Bookbinding. 
PABTNERSHIP’.—Solicitor (25), admitted 


June, 1886, and in practice, will invest £2,000 in 
the purchase of a Junior Partnership in an old- 
established London Firm; no agents need answer.— 
R. G. M. * Solicitors’ Journal” Office, 27, Chancery- 
lane, W.C 


AW. — Advertiser (aged 21) Desires 
Situation as Copying and General Clerk in 
Solicitor’s Office ; seven and a half years’ experience ; 
good references; salary. £1 1s. per week.—Address, 
A. M., 75, Elgin-street, Shelton, Oicae-on Trent. 


AW.—A young Solicitor may be intro- 
duced to small but increasing Practice in 
Berks; one appointment connected with the office is 
worth £100 per annum; an exceptional opportunity 
for acquiring practice in Advocacy ; premium, £100: 
office furniture at valuation. —R. B., “ Solicitors’ 
Journal” Oftice, 27, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


MESSES. GEDGE, KIRBY, & MILLETT 
d Want an experienced Conveyancing Olerk 
immediately ; salary according to qualifications.—1, 
Old Palace-yard. Westminster. 


\ ANTED, in an old-established Country 

Office, a thoroughly experienced Managing 
Conveyancing Clerk; admitted.—Address, stating 
age, experience, and salary expected, E. D., Office of 
this Paper. 


RE T. D. J. TEIGHE (DECEASED), 
O SOLICITORS.—It is particularly re- 
quested that any Solicitor who may have acted 
for the above-named deceased in any matter of 
busioess within the last five yeara will at once com- 
municate with W. H. Mason, 3, North-buildings, 
Finsbury, London. Solicitor. 


M® LEONARD H. WEST, LL.B., 
B Solicitor (First Division and Honoursman, 
Gold Medallist, &c.), PREPARES PUPILS Orally 
and by Post for SOLICITORS’ INTERMEDIATE 
and FINAL, BAR and LL.B. EXAMINATIONS 
(Pass and Honours). 

RESULTS. 

All pupils, except one, for the January Final Exami- 
nation were successful, two obtaining Honours, in- 
cluding the NEW INN PRIZE; all forthe Intermediate 
and aljl, except one, for the LL.B. Examinations. Of 
8 Postal ~—_ 7 were successful — Commercial- 
buildings, Leeds. 

__... MORTGAGES. 
ESSRS. BELL WILLIAMS, SON, & 
CO., Land Agents, 40, Nortn John-street, 
Liverpool (established 40 years), will be glad to for- 
ward to Solicitors, '[rustees, and others who may 
have funds waiting investment particulars of some 
good Freehold and Leasehold Securities with interest 
at 4} to 5 per cent. 


[? you want Money without Fees—amounts 

£10 to £1,000—before applying elsewhere see Mr. 
— —_— personally if possible, 43, Great Tower- 
street. 


R. B. A. REEVES, LAND AGENT and 
SURVEYOR, LONSDALE CHAMBERS, 27, 
CHANCERY LANE, is prepared to conduct Sales of 
Freehold and Leasehold Properties by Auction on 
moderate terms. The Management of Sisperer and 
Collection of Rents undertaken. 


RBITRATION ROOMS, or Rooms for 

Companies’ and Societies’ Meetings, to be Let ; 

close to the Royal Courts of Justice and Chancery- 

lane Safe Deposit; well furnished, and fitted with 

every convenience ; lighted by electric light; rent 

moderate.—Apply to the Collector, in the Hall of 63 
and 64, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


—™ SOLICITORS.—Ottices to be Let, 
facing the Law Courts, either as a whole or in 
yarts, No. 7, Bell-yard, at the back of Bank of 
4 moderate rent.— Inquire, Mr. METHERELL, 

at No. 14. 


FFICES to be LET.—Some splendid 
Rooms in a fine building close to the Law 
Courts, the Patent Office, and the Chancery-lane Safe 
Deposit; lighted by electric light, and with every 
convenience ; moderate rent; well suited for a soli- 
citor, law stationer, or patent agent,—Apply at the 
Collector’s Office, in the Hall of 63 and 64, Chancery- 
e, . 
OLICITORS.—A fine Suite of Offices 
(three or five rooms) to be Let, at New Stone- 
buildings, Chancery-lane, close to the Law Courts 
and the Chancery-lane Safe Deposit; lighted by 
electric light; every convenience; moderate rent; 
use of elegant arbitration rooms in same building at 
reduced terms.—Apply at the Collector’s Office, in 
the Hall of 63 and 64, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE fs} MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of 
the Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c. 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Clerks, 
and Clerks of the Peace. 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY AND CLERGY GOWNS. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94 CHANCERY LANE. LONDON. _ 


JERVIS ON CORONERS. 
Now ready, price 10s.6d. : 
VHE CORONERS' ACT, 1887, with Forms 
and Precedents. By K. E. MELSHEIMER, 
Being the Fifth Edition of the Treatise by Sir John 
Jervis on the Office and Duties of Coroners. 
London : 
H. SwEeEt & Sons, 8, Chancery-lane ; 
W. Maxwatt & Son, 8, Bell-yard, Temple-bar ; 
STKVENS & Sons. 119, Chancery-lane; 
Law Publishers. 


NEW EDITION OF HODGES ON RKAILWAYS. 
In Two Volumes, price £2 12s. 
Now ready, Vol. L., price 32s., of the Seventh 
dition of n 

| | ODGES on the LAW of RAILWAYS. 
RAILWAY COMPANIES, and RAILWAY 
INVESTMENTS. By J. M. LELY, Esq., Barrister- 
at-Law. Containing a Summary of the Standing 
Orders of Parliament in relation to Railway Bills, the 
Law of Railways as deduced from the Statutes and 
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Cases, and also the Board of Trade Rules as to the 
proposed Classification of Trattic and Schedules of 
Maximum Rates under the 24th section of the Rail- 
way and Canal Traffic Act, 1888, 
H. Sweet & Sons, 3, Chancery-lane, Law Publishers 
"RESS AMENDMENT ACT, 18838. 
JAMES GAIRDNER, Land 
Agent, Surveyor, and Auctioneer, is authorized 
by certificate to levy distraints.—Offices, 27, South- 
ampton-ouildings, Chancery-lane, W.C., and 180, 
Tottenham-court-road, 
VUUKS BUUGHT.—To Executors, Soiici- 
tors, &c.—HENRY SOTHERAN & CO., 136, 
Strand, and 36, Piccadilly, PURCHASE LIBRARIES 
or smaller collections of Books, in town cr country, 
giving the utmost value in cash; also value for 
PROBATE, Experienced valuers promptly sent. 
Removals without trouble or expense to sellers. 
Established 1816. Telegraphic Address, Bookmen, 
London Code in use. Unicode. 


| ee SALKH.—Lhe Library of an Kminent 
Barrister (deceased), including a complete set 
of “THE Law REPoRTS” to end of current year, 
with Digests and Index of Statutes.—Wam, CLOWES & 
Sons (Lim1TED), Law Publishers, 27, Fleet-street. 
YTOCK EXCHANGE.—An Accountant 
with many years’ practical experience of Stock 
Exchange transactions is prepared to advise Solici- 
tors and others in all matters of account relating to 
the Stock Exchange, and to unde e investi- 
gations of disputed accounts between stock- 
brokers and their clients; the highest references will 
be forwarded on application.— ROBERT WARNER, 
Stock Exchange Accountant, 19a, Coleman-street, 
London, E.C, 
UME for the TKEA'TTMEN'T ang CUKK 
of INEBRIETY and MORPHIA HABIT, 
High Shot House, Twickenham. — Charmingly 
secludei. Gentlemen only. Limited number taken. 
Billiard room, library, lawn tennis court, bowls, &c. 
The waole staff pledged abstainers. Terms—2} to 5 
guineas weekly. — Particulars from the Medical 
Superintendent, H. BRANTHWAITE, F.R.C.S.Ed.; and 
reference is permitted to Messrs. MUNTON & MORRIS, 
solicitors, 954, Queen Victoria-street, London. 


GENTS WAN'LED by the PROVIDENT 
ASSOCIATION of LONDON (Limited). 
Canvassing and Insurance Agents may considerably 
add to their income by representing this Association. 
Financial position indisputable. See Reports of 
leading Accountants and Actuary rccently issued, 
and over 100 press notices.—Apply personally or by 
letter to Mr. A. P. MappEN, Provident Association 
of London (Limited), 39, Lombard-street, E.C 
TPVYPE-WKiTING.—‘To Baxristers, Soxict- 
TORS, and Others.—Attention is drawn to the 
fact that at the CENTRAL TYPE-WRITING OFFICE, 57, 
CHANCERY-LANE, W.C., correct rendering of Law 
Work is made a specialite; manifold copies _half- 
rice; highest testimonials.—Aaddress, Miss M. E, 
JUCK. 


[MPERIAL FIRE INSURANCE CUM- 
PANY. 


Established 1803. 
1, Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22, Pali Mall, S.W. 


Subscribed Capital,’ £1,200,000; Paid-up, £300,000. 
Total Invested Funds over £1,600,000. 
&. — SMITH, 
ek 





er, 


London Gazette. 


Advertisements can be received at these Offices 
for the current Gazette without Expedition Fees 
until 1.15 p.m. on 


Mondays and Thursdays. 


COVERNMENT EXPEDITION FEES 
(ON LATE ADVERTISEMENTS). 


Mondays and Thursdays to 4.15 p.m. 5s, 
Tuesdays and Fridays »» 11.15 a.m. 10s, 
a 1.15 p.m, 20s, 


REYNELL & SON, 
**London Gazette”? and General Advertising 
Contractors, 

44, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 
(Opposite Lincoln's Inn Gateway). 
ESTABLISHED BY THE LATE GEO. REYNELL IN 1812. 


REVERSIONS. 
AW REVERSIONARY 
SOCIETY (Limited), 


24, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, W.C. 


ree tee 


INTEREST 


Cuarrman—Edward James Bevir, Esq., Q.C. 
Depvty-Caairman—The Rt. Hon. HenryCecil Raikes, M.P, 

Reversions and Life Interests Purchased. Immediate 
and Deferred Annuities granted in exchange for Rever 
sionary and Contingent Interests. 

Loans may also be obtained on the security of Revere 
s10ns. 

Annuities, Immediate, Deferred, and Contingeat, and 
also Endowments granted on favourable terms. 

Prospectuses and Forms of Proposal, and all further 
information, may be had at the ollice. 

Cc. B. CLABON, Secretary, 
GOUsssee PROVIDENT INSTITUTION, 
(ESTABLISHED 1837.) 

ITS ADVANTAGES are :— 

A great'y LARGER ORIGINAL ASSURANCE 
--generally as much as 20 to 25 per cent.—without 
sacrifice of any portion of the profits. 

LARGE A ONS may be expected by good 
lives, for whom exclusively the Surplus is reserved. 

FAMILY SETTLEMENTS. 

The system is thus specially suited for FAMILY 
PROVISIONS, on marriage or otherwise, by secur- 
ing, from the first, for the smallest present outlay, 
a competent Provision at the time when a family may 
be most dependent. 

THE FUNDS EXCEED £6,200,000, 
The Increase of Funds iu the last seven years has 
been greater than in any Office in the Kingdom. 
Loans on LIFE INTERESTS and R&VERSIONS. 
17, King William-street, LONDON, E.C. 
HEAD OFF:cE :—6, St. Andrew-square, EDIN BURGH, 


HNIX FIRE OFFICE, 19, Lomnarp- 
STREET and 67, CHARING-CROSS, LONDON. 
Established 1782. 

Moderate Rates. Absolute Security. Electric, 
Lighting Rules supplied. Liberal Loss Settlements, 
Prompt Payment of Claims. — 

Joint Secretaries— __ 
W. C. MacpDoNALD and F. B. MACDONALD. 
LOSSES PAID OVER 


£16,000,000. 

EVERSIONARY and LIFE INTE. 
RESTS in LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY 

or other Securities and Annuities PU RCHASED, or Loans 
or Annuities thereon granted, by the EQUITABLE RE. 
VERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY (LIMITED), 10, 
Lancaster-place, Waterloo Bridge, Strand. Established 
1835. Capital, £500,000. Interest on Loans may be 


capitalized. 
F, 8. CLAYTON, Joint 
__C.H. CLAYTON, § Secretaries 


LA¥ UNION FIRE and LIFE INSU- 
RANCE COMPANY. 
EsTABLISHED IN THE YEAR 1854. 
The only Law Insurance Office in the United Kingdom 
which transacts both Fire and Life Insurance Busi- 


ness. 
Chie? Office— 
126, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.C. 
The Funds in hand and Capital Subscribed exceed 
£1,900,000 sterling. 
Chairman—JaMEs CUDDON, Esq., of the Middle 
Temple, Barrister-at-Law. 

Deputy-Chairman—CHARLES PEMBERTON, Esq. (Le 

& Pembertons), Solicitor, 44, Lincoln’s-inn-fields., 

LIFE DEPARTMENT, 

Special attention is drawn to the following 
features :— 

1. The Premiums are moderate. 

2. Claims are payable immediately on proof of 
and title. a 

3. At the last division of profits in 1885 the large 
Reversionary Bonus of £1 10s. per centum per annum 
on Sums Assured and existing Bonus was declared. 

Policies of Insurance granted against the contin- 
gency of Issue at moderate rates of Premium. 

The Company ADVANCES Money on Mortgage of 
Life Interests and Reversions. 

The Company also purchases Reversions. 

Every intormation sent on application to 

PRANK McGEDY, Actuary and Secretary. 





